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SOUTH DAKOTA FEEDLOT MANAGEMENT 
Summary and conclusions 
South Dakota ranks about 10th in 
the U.S. in number of cattle and 
calves on feed. Compared to other 
major cattle feeding states, most of 
our feedlots are relatively small. 
However, in the past 30 years, the 
configuration of South Dakota's 
cattle feedlot production has 
changed considerably. The share of 
production from over-1,000 head 
capacity lots increased from 16% in 
1969-1970 to 64% in 1988-89. This 
percentage point increase is greater 
than in any of the nation's 12 other 
major cattle feeding states that 
collectively account for 85% of U. S. 
total cattle on feed. 
Summary 
A March 1989 survey shows the 
nature of South Dakota's cattle 
feeding industry and the 
management practices being 
followed by its practitioners. The 
most important findings from the 
145 South Dakota feedlot managers 
that responded to the smvey follow. 
1. The smveyed feedlots range in 
size from 20- to 12,000-head design 
capacity and average 900 head 
each. This is 12 times larger than 
the state average of about 75 head 
per feedlot. Thus, in interpreting 
the findings, please bear in mind 
that the data on which the report is 
based are from generally above­
average size feedlots. 
2. Well over half of the reporting 
feedlots (83 of the 145) are in the 
southeastern part of the state (Fig 
1). Between 16 and 22 are in each 
of the northeast, south-central, and 
north-central areas, and only 4 are 
in the west. 
3. The average feedlot utilization for 
the four quarters in 1988 is 80% of 
design capacity. The highest 
quarter is January-March (90%): 
the lowest quarter is July­
September (67%). Feedlot 
utilization during 1988 for the 145 
feedlots collectively did not differ 
from that during the prior 5 years. 
4. The most common feedlot physi­
cal feature--in addition to fences 
Fig 1. Boundaries for and numbers of reporting feedlots, cattle feeding study, by region, South Dakota 
STATE 
145 feedlots 
design capacity (head): 
900 mean 
20-12,000 range 
WEST 
4 feedlots 
design capacity (head): 
1,585 mean 
135-3,000 range 
SOUTH CENTRAL 
20 feedlots 
design capacity (head): 
1,220 mean 
20-12,000 range 
I 
NORTH CENTRAL 
16 feedlots 
design capacity (head): 
1,080 mean 
135-2,000 range 
NORTHEAST 
22 feedlots 
design capacity (head): 
1,145 mean 
85-5,335 range 
SOUTHEAST 
83 feedlots 
design capacity (head): 
690 mean 
30-5,335 range 
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and feedbunks--is a tree windbreak 
(80% of feedlots). followed by 
mounds (57%). fence windbreaks 
(51 %). and partial paving with con­
crete (47%). 
5. Relative to other farms in the 
state. the proportions of corporate 
( 18%) and partnership ( 15%) cattle 
feedlot� are above average. The pro­
portion of single-family proprietor­
ship feedlots (67%) is below average. 
6. About 55% of the feedlots use no 
hired labor; only 3% use no family 
labor. 
7. Nearly 3 1% of the reporting feed­
lot managers have typically received 
80% or more of their gross farm 
income from the sale of slaughter 
cattle over the past 5 years. 
Between 20% and 22% of the feed­
lots fit into one of three other cate­
gories: slaughter cattle providing 
20-39%. 40-59%. or 60-7g<>;O of 
gross farm income. 
8. Of the surveyed cattle placed on 
feed in 1988. (a) 5 1% were year­
lings. 42% calves. and 7% cattle 2 
yr or older; (b) 56% were steers. 
39% heifers. 4% cows. and 1 % 
bulls; (c) 63% were exotic European 
beef breeds/ crosses. 30% English 
beef breeds. 4% beef-dairy crosses. 
and 3% dairy cattle; and (d) 43% of 
the steers were 700 lb or more in 
weight and 45% of the heifers were 
in the 500-699 lb weight range. 
9. Of the surveyed cattle placed on 
feed in 1988. 62% were purchased 
from South Dakota sources. 24% 
were purchased from outside the 
state. and 14% were home-raised. 
The states from which feeder cattle 
are most commonly purchased are 
North Dakota and Montana. 
10. The quarter during which feed­
ers place the most cattle on feed is 
October-December; the least cattle 
go on feed during July-September. 
the surveyed cattle). followed by 
order buyers (20%). custom feeding 
( 17%). and private treaty from cow­
calf producers (6%). About 12% of 
reporting feedlots used the futures 
market to hedge feeder cattle pur­
chases. 
12. Nearly 76% of the cattle in this 
survey were owned by the feedlot 
where they were being fed. The 
remaining cattle were owned as fol­
lows: 16% by outside investors. 5% 
by the rancher that raised the feed­
ers. and 3% by the feedlot with a 
partner. Retained ownership of 
feeder cattle by cow-calf producers 
appears to be rather uncommon in 
South Dakota. 
13. The average targeted finishing 
weights for steers and heifers in the 
reporting feedlots are 1,230 and 
1.105 lb. respectively. These finish­
ing weights are considerably greater 
than those reported in other states. 
14. Steer calves are typically on feed 
for an average of 208 days and year­
ling steers for 129 days. Steer 
calves are kept on feed for an aver­
age of 5 days longer than heifer 
calves. and yearling steers for 10 
days longer than yearling heifers. 
15. The average targeted daily rates 
of gain for growing and finishing 
steers are 2.36 and 3.05 lb. respec­
tively. For heifers. the rates are 
about 0.2 lb less. 
16. Feedlot managers report an 
average of 39% of grain (relative to 
total dry matter intake) in the diets 
of cattle during the growing period. 
In finishing period diets. the average 
proportion of grain is 80%. 
1 7. Of the total grains typically fed 
to growing and finishing cattle. an 
average 92% is corn. followed by 4% 
barley. 3% milo. 0.5% oats. and 
0.3% wheat. 
18. About 9 1% of feedlot managers 
1 1. Most feeder cattle in 1988 were feed hay. 85% corn silage. 40% hay-
obtained through sale barns (57% of lage, 17% pasture. 8% crop 
residues, and 13% other roughage 
(oatlage and milo/sorghum/sudan 
silage). 
19. The average proportions of cattle 
receiving feedstuffs typically home­
raised are 99% corn silage, 97% 
haylage, 58% hay, 53% high mois­
ture grain, and 43% dcy grain. 
20. About 90% of feedlots feed dcy 
grain and 58% feed high moisture 
grain. Dcy grain is fed cracked 
(59% of feedlots), ground (44%). 
whole kernel (36%), steam flaked 
(3%), and reconstituted ( 1.4%). 
About 67% of feedlots feed ground 
hay, 49% unprocessed, and 4% 
other (haylage, green chop). About 
66% of feedlots feed protein supple­
ments only in dcy form, 18% only in 
liquid form, and 16% in both forms. 
2 1. About 73% of feedlots report the 
continuous use of ionophores (e.g., 
Rumensin and Bovatec) that alter 
rumen fermentation processes: 59% 
report the continuous use of growth 
implants. Between 45% and 69% of 
feedlots use, at selected times only, 
antibiotics therapeutically, antibi­
otics sub-therapeutically, and/or 
coccidiosis control. At the other 
extreme, 47% of feedlots do not use 
antibiotics sub-therapeutically at 
all, 39% do not control coccidiosis, 
and 30% do not use antibiotics 
therapeutically. 
22. About 55% of feedlots sell their 
slaughter cattle directly to the pack­
er, 5 1  % through public stockyards, 
and 23% through order buyers at 
the feedlot (some feedlots use more 
than one outlet). Seventeen percent 
of reportirig feedlots indicate that 
they market cattle through using 
futures markets (hedging), 15% con­
tract for future delivecy (forward 
contracts), and 12% use the options 
market. 
23. Of the total surveyed cattle 
slaughtered in 1988, 23% were sold 
in South Dakota, 38% in Nebraska, 
25% in Minnesota, and 12% in 
Iowa. 
24. The most common source of 
price and other market information 
on fed cattle is radio (85% of feed­
lots), followed by television (54%) 
and newspapers (300A>). 
25. About 64% of feedlot managers 
test feeds for nutrient composition 
at least once each year, 63% have 
grain storage facilities to take 
advantage of price drops in pur­
chased feed grains, 57% use feed 
scales to monitor and control feed­
ing rates, 35% keep feed records for 
separate pens of cattle, and 2 1  % 
check cattle weights periodically to 
track performance. 
26. Slightly over 2 1  % of the report­
ing feedlots indicate use of a micro­
computer as a management tool. 
The most common use of microcom­
puters is for determining feedlot 
production costs/profitability (8 1 % 
of micro users), followed by project­
ing cattle performance (77%), for­
mulating rations (65%), keeping 
feed records (65%), and keeping 
weight gain records (48%). 
2 7. Factors determined through sta­
tistical analysis to have direct (i.e., 
the values for the factors are larger 
for larger feedlots) and statistically 
significant associations with size-of-
f eedlot include: 
· 
Rate of feedlot use during each 
quarter of the year, except during 
the fourth quarter; 
Use of tree windbreaks, mounds, 
fence windbreaks, and partial 
paving of f eedlots with concrete: 
Feedlot partnerships and family 
held corporations: 
Hired labor use: 
Percentage of gross farm income 
from sale of slaughter cattle: 
Exotic European beef breeds/ 
crosses on feed: 
Heavier (700 lb or more) heifers 
placed on feed: 
Feeder cattle purchased from South 
Dakota sources and out-of-state 
(rather than home-raised); 
Third quarter placements of cattle 
on feed: 
Targeted daily rates of gain for fin-
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ishing steers and heifers; 
Feeding of high moisture grain, 
cracked chy grain, ground hay, 
and both dry and liquid protein 
supplements; 
Continuous use of ionophores and 
growth implants and the use, at 
selected times, of antibiotics ther­
apeutically; 
Slaughter cattle sold direct to the 
packer: 
Use of hedging and forward con­
tracting in marketing of slaughter 
cattle: 
Use of electronic communication for 
acquiring price and other market 
information: 
Use of microcomputers as a man­
agement tool: and 
Testing of feeds for nutrient compo­
sition at least once each year, 
using grain storage facilities to 
take advantage of price drops in 
purchased feed grains, using feed 
scales to monitor and control 
feeding rates, keeping feed 
records for separate pens of cat­
tle, and hiring consultants to for­
mulate rations, market cattle, 
and advise on legal/ accounting 
matters. 
28. Factors with an inverse (i.e . ,  the 
values for the factors are smaller 
for larger feedlots) and statistically 
significant relationship with size-of­
f eedlot are: 
Single-family proprietor ownership 
of feedlots: 
Lighter steers (under 500 lb) placed 
on feed; 
Home-raised cattle on feed: 
Ownership of the cattle by the feed­
lot in which they are fed:  
Days yearling steers and yearling 
heifers on feed: 
Home-raised hay, chy grain, and 
high moisture grain primarily 
used: 
Feeding of only dry (versus liquid) 
protein supplement and unpro­
cessed hay: 
Ionophores and antibiotics not used 
therapeutically; 
Selling of slaughter cattle in South 
Dakota: and 
Use of newspapers and radio to 
acquire price and other market 
information. 
Conclusions 
The results of this smvey clearly 
show that tremendous variation 
exists in the nature of South Dakota 
feedlots and in the management 
practices followed by the state's cat­
tle feeders. Such diversity presents 
critical challenges to educators, 
research scientists, industry repre­
sentatives, and policy makers con­
nected with South Dakota's cattle 
feeding industry. 
Diversification may indeed be this 
industry's strongest quality. 
Diversification can allow farmers to 
use their various sets of resources 
efficiently. It can be an excellent 
way for managers to reduce risks. 
However, diversification can also 
cause managers to spread them­
selves so thinly that efficiency suf­
fers in some of their enterprises. 
Such may be the case with some 
South Dakota cattle feeders. 
Large feedlots use feed testing, feed 
scales, feed records, and microcom­
puters to monitor feeding rates and 
performance. They use growth pro­
motants and feed additives. Large 
feedlots are more likely than small 
feedlots to use electronic media to 
obtain market information and to 
use the futures market, options, 
and forward contracting for price 
protection. They are more likely to 
hire outside professionals to help 
develop their nutrition, health, 
management, and marketing pro­
grams. 
Not all these technologies will be 
appropriate for all feedlots in South 
Dakota. However, there appears to 
be an opportunity for many feedlot 
managers to improve their competi­
tive position by adapting for their 
own use those practices that have 
been shown to work for others. 
SOUTH DAKOTA FEEDLOT MANAGEMENT 
South Dakota's livestock industry is 
a major contributor to the economy 
of the state and the livestock indus­
try of the nation. I South Dakota 
usually ranks in the top 10 in the 
U.S. in beef cows that calve, cattle 
and calves on feed, all hogs and 
pigs, all sheep and lambs, and total 
red meat production (SD Ag Stat 
Serv 1990a). From 1 985 through 
1987, livestock accounted for 57% 
of South Dakota's total annual farm 
cash receipts of slightly over $3 bil­
lion. Cattle and calves account for 
65% of the livestock total. 
This report focuses on the cattle 
feeding component of South 
Dakota's livestock industry and is 
based on findings from a survey of 
cattle feedlot managers in South 
Dakota. 
First, however, is a discussion of 
trends over time in the nation's cat­
tle feeding industry and of how such 
trends in South Dakota compare to 
those of other important cattle feed­
ing states. 
South Dakota cattle feeding 
in perspective 
Of the 1 1 .5 million cattle on feed in 
the U.S. on January 1 ,  1988, 38% 
were in the Central Plains 
(Nebraska, Kansas. Colorado),2 24% 
in the Southern Plains (Texas, 
Oklahoma, New Mexico), and 13% 
in the Corn Belt (Iowa, Illinois, 
Indiana, Ohio, Missouri) (USDA 
1989). 
Of regions with fewer cattle, those 
most pertinent to South Dakota are 
lFor a brief overview of South Dakota's 
cattle industJy, see Murra and Mends (1987). 
2'fhis regional breakdown is based on 
Dietrich et al (1985). In this and the other 
state listings, the states are listed in their 
order of importance for cattle feeding. 
the Lake States (Minnesota, 
Michigan, Wisconsin: 5.4%) and the 
Northern Plains (South Dakota and 
North Dakota: 3.00/0).3 
Over the past 30 years, major 
changes have taken place in the 
regional location of cattle feeding in 
the U.S. (Fig 2) . The Corn Belt's 
regional share has dropped from 
38% in 1 960 to 13% in 1 988.4 This 
decline was most dramatic in the 
early 1970s and occurred again, to 
a lesser extent, during the mid-
1980s. 
Counterbalancing the Corn Belt 
decline are increases since 1960 in 
the regional shares for the Central 
Plains (from 18% to 38%) and for 
3'fhe other two regions with more cattle 
than the Northern Plains are the Southwest 
(California and Arizona), 6.8% of cattle on 
feed on Januruy 1, 1988, and the Mountain 
Region (Idaho, Wyoming, Montana, Utah, 
and Nevada), 3.9% of cattle on feed. 
4If the Com Belt were defined to include 
eastern Nebraska, conclusions about the 
declining role over time of the Corn Belt as a 
producer of fed cattle would be quite differ­
ent. 
Fig 2. Cattle on feed, by selected region, U.S., January 1 ,  1960-1988. 
Thousand head 
s��������������������������-, 
4 
3 
2 
Q'--���-L-���--'-��������-'-����-'--���� 
1960 1965 
Lake States 
-a-- Central Plains 
1970 1975 
-+- Corn Belt 
-*- Southern Plains 
Sources: Dietrich et al. (1985) and USDA (1989). 
1980 1985 1990 
--*"- Northern Plains 
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the Southern Plains (from 4.9% to 
24%) . Growth in the number of cat­
tle on feed in both these regions has 
been rather steady over time, except 
that growth in the Southern Plains 
essentially stagnated in the 1980s. 
The shift of fed cattle to the Plains 
states was encouraged by expanded 
irrigated grain supplies, the devel­
opment of new milo varieties 
(Johnson et al 1989),5 increased 
EPA concerns in the Midwest, and 
increased financing opportunities in 
the Southwest. The growing domi­
nance of the Central Plains during 
the past decade is shown by ( 1) 
increases between 1977 - 1 978 and 
1988- 1 989 of over 24% in the fed 
cattle marketed in Nebraska and 
Kansas6 and (2) Nebraska having 
�ohnson et al (1989) indicate packer 
relocation in the Plains states to be another 
cause for the shift of cattle feeding to that 
region. Our own interpretation, however, is 
that the packing industry has tended to fol­
low the cattle, rather than vice versa. 
come to surpass Texas as the top 
fed-cattle producer in the nation 
(Sands 1990; USDA 1989) .7 
Numbers of cattle on feed in the 
Lake States and Northern Plains 
have remained rather steady over 
the past 30 years. 
&Jn the other Central Plains state 
(Colorado), no more fed cattle were marketed 
in 1988-1989 than in 1977-1978. 
71\vo studies of regional comparative 
advantage in cattle feeding in the U.S. were 
conducted in the early 1980s. Claiy et al 
( 1984) concluded from their study of interre­
gional competition in the U.S. fed-cattle 
economy that the natural competitive advan­
tages of the Southern and Central Plains 
states were stable and should continue for 
some time in the future. Trapp's (1984) 
analysis of the changing profitability and effi­
ciency of High Plains and Com Belt (western 
Iowa and eastern Nebraska) feedlots over the 
1970s and early 1980s showed the Corn Belt 
to have regained much of the production cost 
competitiveness that it had lost. He indicat­
ed, however, that it was too early to conclude 
whether cattle feeding activities would begin 
to shift back to the Corn Belt. 
Table 1. Feedlot cattle data, South Dakota and selected other states, selected 2-year periods between 1969-1970 and 1988-1989. 
Years and feedlot cattle characteristic 
Average for 1987-1988 
Cattle and calves on feed, January 1st C 1000 head) 
Nu!ber of feedlots 
Cattle per feedlot on January 1st 
Average for 1988-1989 
Total fed cattle marketed ( '000 head) 
Percent of cattle from feedlots under 1, 000 head capacity 
Percent of feedlots under 1,000 hgad capacity 
Apparent feedlot cattle turn-over 
Average for 1977-1978 
Total fed cattle marketed c 1000 head) . 
Percent of cattle from feedlots under 1,000 head capacity 
Percent of feedlots under 1, 000 head capacity 
Average for 1969-1970 
Total fed cattle marketed C '000 head) 
Percent of cattle from feedlots under 1,000 head capacity 
Percent of feedlots under 1,000 head capacity 
Percent change in total fed cattle marketed 
1969-1970 to 1977-1978 
1977-1978 to 1988-1989 
1969-1970 to 1988-1989 
Texas 
2, 150 
900 
2,389 
4,890 
0.7 
79.8 
2.3 
4,571 
2.5 
86.3 
2,922 
3.6 
81.1 
+56.4 
+ 7.0 
+67.4 
Nebraska Kansas Colorado 
1,930 1,418 930 
9,300 1,900 303 
208 746 3,069 
5,095 4,200 2,350 
23.9 1.4 1. 7 
94.8 85.3 44.3 
2.6 3.0 2.5 
3,978 3,379 2,373 
39.7 14.7 6.4 
97.4 97.1 55.1 
3,459 1,782 1,833 
45.6 29.3 16.4 
97.4 98.6 86.8 
+15.0 +89.6 +29.5 
+28.1 +24.5 - 1.0 
+47.3 +135. 7 +28.2 
Thirteen 
Iowa Minnesota South Dakota states 
a 
665 308 303 9,769 
16,000 6,000 4, 150 47,622 
42 51 73 205 
1,810 528 575 23,207 
67.7 82.0 35.9 16.3 
98.5 99.0 98.6 96.5 
2. 7 1. 7 1.9 2.4 
3,052 757 564 23,433 
79.8 91.4 64.4 30.2 
99.1 99.5 99.3 97.1 
4,567 836 552 21,305 
90.4 93.7 83.5 43.0 
99.6 99.8 99.4 98.5 
-33.2 - 9.4 + 2.2 +10.0 
-40.7 -30.3 + 2.0 - 1.0 
-60.4 -36.8 + 4.2 + 8.9 
aData for the following 13 states covered by the Western Livestock Marketing Information Project are reported in this colLJm: Arizona, 
California,. Colorado, Idaho, Illinois, Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Nebraska, Oklahoma, South Dakota, Texas, and Washington. 
(Sands, 1990). These are generally the states within the U.S. with the most cattle on feed. However, the average cattle and calves on 
feed on January 1, 1987 and 1988 ('000 head) in two of these states (Jdaho 177 and Washington 168) is less than that in three other 
states (Indiana 218, Michigan 200, and Ohio 200). 
bThe "apparent feedlot cattle turn-over" is calculated by dividing the "total fed cattle marketed" by the "cattle and calves on feed, 
Janµaf"y· 1st.,. 
�: B<ised on Sands (1990) for 1988 and 1989 data; USDA (1971, 1979, end 1989) for other years• data. 
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South Dakota generally ranks about 
10th among the states in number of 
cattle and calves on feed (USDA 
1989) . Data for the five major cattle 
feeding states in 1 988- 1989. for 
Minnesota and South Dakota. and 
collectively for the 13 states covered 
by the Western Livestock Marketing 
Information Project (WLMIP) (Sands. 
1990)8 are shown in Table 1 .  9 
Some relationships appear: 
Nebraska. the nation's number­
one producer. Kansas (third) . and 
Colorado (fourth) comprise the 
Central Plains; 
Texas. which during a few years 
in the 1970s was the nation's 
number-one producer (but now is 
in second position) . is by far the 
dominant cattle feeding state in 
the Southern Plains. accounting 
for 83% of that region's cattle on 
feed: 
Iowa. ranking fifth nationally and 
the main cattle feeding state in 
the Com Belt. accounts for 42% 
of that region's cattle on feed: 
Minnesota. the main cattle feed­
ing state in the Lake States. 
accounts for 50% of that region's 
cattle on feed: and 
South Dakota accounts for 87% 
of N orthem Plains cattle on feed. 
The "big five" states covered in Table 
1 account for 75% of the cattle on 
feed in the WLMIP's 13 states. 
Those 13 states. in turn. account 
for 85% of all cattle on feed in the 
U.S. 
8These same 1 3  states are reported sepa­
rately in the "cattle and calves on feed" sec­
tion of USDA's Livestock and Meat Statistics 
(e.g., USDA 1989). 
Vfhe other three states in the "top 10" for 
cattle and calves on feed in the U.S. are 
California (415,000 head during 1987-1988), 
Illinois (410,000), and Arizona (347,000). 
Variations in feedlot size among the 
seven selected states are consider­
able. The average feedlot size of 
3,069 head in Colorado is 15 times 
larger than the average of 205 head 
per feedlot for the 13 major cattle 
feeding states. At the other 
extreme. Iowa's 16.000 feedlots. 
which account for 34% of all feed­
lots in the 13 states. average only 
42 head per feedlot--only 20016 of the 
13-state average. 
South Dakota's average feedlot size 
of 73 head is below average for the 
13 states. but it is larger than the 
average feedlot size in either Iowa or 
Minnesota. 
In 1988- 1989. 97% of the feedlots in 
the 13 states had a capacity of 
under 1 .000 head each. The corre­
sponding figures for Iowa. 
Minnesota. and South Dakota are 
98-99%. Colorado is unique among 
the seven states in its position. with 
only 44% of its feedlots having 
under 1 .000-head capacity. 
In terms of cattle marketed. howev­
er. a very different picture emerges. 
Feedlots under 1 .000 head in 
capacity account for only 1 GOA> of the 
total fed cattle marketed in the 13 
states. This proportion varies wide­
ly among the seven selected states. 
ranging from less than 2% in Texas. 
Kansas. and Colorado to more than 
67% in Iowa and Minnesota. Again. 
South Dakota is close to mid-range. 
with 36% of its fed cattle marketed 
from feedlots under 1 .000-head 
capacity. 
The average "apparent feedlot cattle 
turnover'' in the 13 states is 2 .4 per 
year.._ Each of the "big five" states 
except Texas has an above-average 
turnover; Kansas is at the top with 
a turnover of 3.0 per year. 
Feedlots in Minnesota and South 
Dakota. on the other hand. appear 
to turn over on the average less 
than two batches of cattle per year. 
9 
10 
Compared to 1 969- 1 970, the 13 
states collectively now are market­
ing 9% more fed cattle. 10 The great­
est increase has taken place in 
Kansas, where the absolute and rel­
ative increases are over 2. 4 million 
head and 136%, respectively. In 
three of the other "big five" states, 
substantially increased numbers of 
cattle are being marketed: Texas 
(67% increase) , Nebraska (47016), 
and Colorado (28%) . In Iowa, on 
the other hand, 60% fewer cattle 
were marketed in the late 1980s 
than in the late 1 960s. 
South Dakota again is middle-of­
the-road, with fed cattle numbers 
increasing by a modest 4%. 
The relative increases in fed cattle 
marketings in Texas, Kansas, and 
Colorado were greater during the 
1 970s than the 1980s, whereas the 
relative increase in Nebraska was 
greater during the 1 980s. The loss­
es in cattle numbers in Iowa and 
Minnesota were greater during the 
1 980s than the 1970s. 
Since 1969- 1970, the relative num­
ber of fed cattle marketed from feed­
lots under 1 ,000-head capacity for 
the 13 states has dropped by 27 
percentage points. The correspond­
ing decrease for South Dakota is 48 
percentage points (84% to 36%) . 1 1  
This drop is associated with a 45% 
decrease in the number of feedlots 
in South Dakota with under 1 ,000-
head capacity (mainly between 1975 
and 1985) , a 54% decrease in the 
number of fed cattle marketed from 
these smaller feedlots, essentially 
no change in the number of feedlots 
lOFor the U.S., total fed cattle marketed 
has decreased 4.6% since 1969- 1970. 
l lThe next greatest percentage point 
decrease is 23 for Iowa. The six WMUP "big 
1 3" cattle feeding states not shown in Table 1 
have changes in the shares of fed cattle mar­
keted from feedlots under 1 ,000 head capaci­
ty from 1 969-1970 to 1988-1989 as follows: 
Arizona 0.3% to 3.9%, California from 0.9% 
to 0.3%, Idaho 1 5.4% to 2.3%, Illinois from 
92.2% to 82.5%, Oklahoma 1 1 .0% to 1 .8%, 
and Washington 13.9% to 1 .5%. 
with over 1 ,000-head capacity, and 
a 2 .9-fold increase in the number of 
fed cattle marketed from these larg­
er feedlots (Sands, 1990) . 
Mail survey data collection 
and analysis 
Mail survey 
A mail suivey of South Dakota cat­
tle feedlots was conducted in March 
1 989 (see Annex A for a copy of the 
questionnaire) . The purpose of the 
suivey was to characterize the cattle 
feeding industry in South Dakota 
and the relationships between ( 1) 
size-of-feedlot and geographic loca­
tion within the state and (2) man­
agement practices used by cattle 
feeders. 
The questionnaire was sent to man­
agers of 43 1 feedlots with a capacity 
of 499 head or less (a 1 2% sample) 
and all of the state's 150 feedlots 
with a capacity of 500 head or 
more. 12 
Taking into account feedlots no 
longer in operation, the overall sur­
vey response rate was 35.5%. This 
includes 1 45 and 30 usable ques­
tionnaires for cattle finishing and 
cattle backgrounding operations, 
respectively. 13 For the cattle finish­
ing feedlots, the response rate for 
under-500 head capacity feedlots 
was 1 7%. For over-500 head 
capacity feedlots, the response rate 
was 45%. 
121he reason for unequal sampling frac­
tions was to help insure an adequate num­
ber of the relatively scarce larger feedlots to 
analyze in relation to relatively common 
smaller feedlots. 
13Data based on the 145 cattle finishing 
feedlots are presented in this report. Tables 
showing the findings for the 30 background­
ing feedlots are available from the authors 
(Economics Department, South Dakota 
State University, Box 504a, Brookings, S.D. 
57007). 
Seventy-two responses were 
received from cattle finishing feed­
lots with under 500-head capacity, 
and 68 responses were from feedlots 
with more than 500-head capacity 
(Table 2) . The responses cover 
about 1 .4% of the state's feedlots 
with under 500-head capacity and 
32% of the state's feedlots with 
more than 500-head capacity. 
Data analysis 
Cattle finishing smvey responses 
were first analyzed for all 1 45 feed­
lot respondents collectively and 
then by size-of-feedlot and area 
within the state.14 Size-of-feedlot 
was defined by "feedlot design 
capacity" (based on the linear feet of 
feedbunk space in the respective 
feedlots). The following feedlot size 
categories were established: 
14Data were analyzed via the SAS-Micro 
Computer Stat Package (SAS Institute 1988). 
"Small," under 200 head: 
"Intermediate I," 200-999 head: 
"Intermediate II," 1 ,000-2,499 
head: and 
"Large," 2,500 head or more. 
These size categories were selected 
to reflect potential differences in 
management requirements and to 
reflect expected possible differences 
in the respective feedlots' commit­
ment to cattle feeding. 
The smvey questionnaires called for 
two types of responses: ( 1 ) "yes" or 
"no" to categorical questions (e.g. , 
Question 2 in Annex A) and (2) per­
centages of animals/feeds fitting 
into alternative categories (e.g. , 
Question 6 in Annex A). 
The first type of responses involves 
discrete (0, 1 )  variables in which 
percentages of reporting feedlots 
responding ''yes" to each question 
were determined. The statistical 
significance of differences in report-
Table 2. 1989 cattle feedlot survey respondents vs. 1982 cattle feeders in South Dakota, by size-of-feedlot. 
1 989 surve� res122ndents 1 987 South Dakota feed l ots Respondents 
Percent of Percent of as a percent 
S i ze-of - feed l ots w i th Percent feed l ots w i th Percent of 1 987 S.D . 
feed l ot No . of <500 and of tota l No . of <500 and of tota l catt l e  
categor� feed l ots >500 head feed l ots feed l ots
e >500 head feed l ots feeders 
Less than 1 0  0 0 0 855 1 7. 1 1 6 . 4  0 
1 0  - 1 9  0 0 0 839 1 6 . 8  1 6 . 1 0 
20 - 40 7 9 . 7  5 . 0 1 , 470 29 . 4  28 . 2  0 . 5  
5 0  - 99 1 2  1 6 . 7  8 . 6  91 7 1 8 . 4  1 7 . 6  1 . 3 
1 00 - 1 99  24 33 . 3  1 7. 1 596 1 1 . 9 1 1 . 5 4 . 0  
200 - 499 29 40 . 3  20 . 7  3 1 9  6 . 4  6 . 1 9 . 1 
Slbtotal <500 na 100.0 51.4 4.996 100.0 95.9 1.4 
500 - 999 27 39 . 7  1 9 . 3  1 02 47.2 2 . 0  24 . 8  
1 , 000 - 2 , 499 3 1  45 . 6  22 . 2  75 34 . 7  1 . 4 4 1 . 3  
2 , 500 or mo re 
� 
1 4 . 7  7 . 1 39 1 8 . 1 0 . 7  25 . 6  
Slbtotal >500 100.0 48.6 216 100.0 4.1 31.5c 
Tota l 1 40
d 
n/a 1 00 . 0  5 , 2 1 2c n/a 1 00 . 0  2 . 8  
a
The survey response rate for feed l ots w i th l ess than a 500 head capac i ty was 1 7%  p l us (72
+ 
o f  the 
431 feed l ots SBlf1l l ed ) . 
bThe survey response rate for feed l ots w i th a capac i ty of 500 head or more was 45% pl us (68
+ 
of the 
1 50 feed l ots w i th 500 head or more in 1 989 ) . 
c
The South Dakot a  Agr i cu l tura l Stat i st i cs Serv i ce ( SD Agr i c  Stat Serv 1 989 ) shows a tota l of 4 , 1 00 
feed l ots i n  South Dakota i n  1 988 ,  w i th 56 of the feed l ots h avi ng a reported capac i ty of 1 , 000 head 
or mo r e .  T h e  4 1  feeders w i th a capac i ty of 1 , 000 head or more t h a t  responded to the survey are 73% 
of the s tate tot a l  of 56.  
d
lnformat i on on t he feed l ot capac i ty for 5 of the feed l ot respondents was unc l ea r ;  hence, data are 
shown i n  th i s  t ab l e  for on l y  1 40 of the 1 45 respondents .  
eData f rom USDC ( 1 989, 28) . 
1 1  
1 2  
ing feedlots among size-of-feedlot 
categories and among areas within 
the state for such variables was 
determined using the standard 
Pearson Chi-Square statistic. If a 
particular Chi-Square test involved 
more than 25% of the cells with 
expected counts of less than five, 
the results of the testing were con­
sidered as insignificant (SAS 
Institute 1988). 
The second type of responses 
involves continuous variables 
involving percentages. Two types of 
averages for such variables were 
calculated: ( 1) "head-day'' averages, 
in which the unit of analysis was 
the estimated average number of 
cattle on feed in each feedlot during 
the four quarters of 1988, and (2) 
"feedlot" averages, in which the unit 
of analysis was the individual feed­
lot. 
These averages are used in the 
report as follows: The state-level 
data (in the text) are "head-day" 
averages for all the cattle covered in 
the smvey. The average values for 
the respective size-of-feedlot cate­
gories (reported in the figures), on 
the other hand, are "feedlot" aver­
ages. The procedures in calculating 
and the rationale for establishing 
these two types of averages are pre­
sented in Annex B. The significance 
of differences collectively among the 
"feedlot" averages for various size-of­
feedlot categories for continuous 
variables was determined through a 
GLM (general linear model) 
LSMEANS test (SAS Institute 1988). 
Nature of feedlots 
Location and size of feedlots 
Respondents provided information 
on the design capacity of their feed­
lots by indicating (1) the total num­
ber of feet of feed bunks that they 
have at lOQOA> feedlot utilization and 
(2) feet of feed bunks that are acces­
sible from one side (vs. both) by cat­
tle.JS The total feet of feed bunk 
space was then divided by an 
assumed requirement of 1. 5 feet per 
animal (MPS 1987) to determine the 
number of head that could be 
accommodated in each feedlot, i.e., 
the design capacity of each feedlot.16 
The 145 feedlots range in size from 
20- to 12,000-head design capacity 
each and average 900 head each. 
This average is 12 times larger than 
the state average of about 75 head 
per feedlot. Consequently, in inter­
preting the results presented in this 
report, readers should bear in mind 
that the data in this survey are 
based on generally above-average 
size feedlots in South Dakota. 
The numbers and sizes of reporting 
feedlots in the five areas in South 
Dakota are shown in Fig 1. Well 
over half of the reporting feedlots 
(83of 145) are located in the south­
eastern area,17 presumably because 
of their proximity to (a) locally pro­
duced corn, (b) packing plants in 
isnie percentages of feedlots with feed.­
bunks involving one- vs. two-sided feeders 
are as follows: 
34.0 One-sided feeders only; 
27.7 Two-sided feeders only; 
37.6 Both one- and two-sided feeders; 
and 
0. 7 Self feeder (one feedlot). 
18$ome producers, particularly if they feed 
twice a day, may provide less than 1.5 ft of 
bunk space per animal. To whatever extent 
that the 1.5-ft assumption may be too liber­
al, the estimated design capacity of feedlots 
in the survey would be biased down. 
Relationships among different sizes-of-feed­
lot, however, would not be altered. 
southwestern Minnesota. northeast­
ern Nebraska. and Iowa. and (c) the 
Sioux Falls public stockyards. 
The southeastern feedlots include 
13 cattle feeders in Brookings 
County. 1 1  in Minnehaha County. 
and 10 in Kingsbury County. 
Between 16 and 22 of the reporting 
feedlots are in each of the north­
east. south-central. and north-cen­
tral areas. and only 4 are in the 
west. The mean size-of-feedlot 
ranges from 690 head in the south­
east to 1 .585 head in the west. but 
the differences in feedlot size among 
areas are not statistically signifi­
cant. l s  
Feedlot utilization in 1 988 
For all 145 feedlots in South 
Dakota. the average feedlot utiliza­
tion rates for the four quarters of 
1988 was 80% of design capacity. 
Among the four quarters of the year. 
the highest utilization rate for the 
state was 90% in January-March. 
followed by 84% for October­
December. 8 1% for April-June. and 
67% for July-September. 
The percentage of feedlots reported 
to be fully (i.e  . .  lOQOA>) utilized 
ranged among quarters from 56% 
for January-March to 14% for July­
September. At the other extreme. 
the percentage of empty (0% utiliza­
tion) feedlots ranged from 1 7% in 
July-September to 5% in January­
March. 
Feedlot utilization rates varied 
directly with size-of-feedlot during 
each of the quarters except the 
fourth . 19 The difference in feedlot 
utilization rates between "small" and 
"large" feedlots was least during 
January-March when 77% of the 
design capacity in "small" feedlots 
and 96% of the design capacity in 
"large" feedlots was used (Fig 3) . 
The size-of-feedlot difference in uti­
lization rates was greatest during 
July-September when only 46% of 
the design capacity of "small" feed­
lots was used and as much as 83% 
of that in "large" feedlots was used. 
A possible reason for higher feedlot 
utilization rates in larger feedlots is 
that managers of these feedlots have 
a greater commitment to cattle feed­
ing. relative to other enterprises. 
than do the managers of smaller 
feedlots.20 Larger feedlots may have 
higher turnover rates. partly 
because some small feedlots tend to 
fill their feedlots with one batch of 
cattle in the fall and to empty the 
feedlots in the summer. Gaarder 
( 197 1)  also suggests that larger 
feedlots may be economically moti­
vated to maintain high utilization 
rates to off set relatively high fixed 
investment costs. 
19Van Arsdall and Nelson ( 1983) also point 
out a tendency for higher utilization rates 
with larger farm feedlots in the Midwest. 
20Results of analysis show a direct associ­
ation in this study between the percentage of 
gross farm income from sale of slaughter cat­
tle and size-of-feedlot. 
Fig 3. Rate of feedlot utilization, by quarter and size-of-feedlot. 
Pe rc e n t age of d e s i g n  capac i t y  
1 00 
80 
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40 
17Gaarder ( 1972) shows a s imilar  concen- 20 
tration o f  cattle feedlots i n  the southeastern 
part of South Dakota. 
lBWhen differences among means are 
reported to not be statistically significant. 
the test is with Prob < 0.05. 
0 
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Table 3. South Dakota cattle feedlot physical features. 
F eed l ot feature Percent of report i ng feed l ots 
She l ter- be l t  w i ndbreak 79 . 9  
Mounds 56 . 9  
Fence w i ndbreak 5 1 . 4  
Part i a l l y paved w i th concrete 47.2 
Covered protect i on f rom wind and snow 25 . 7  
Pol l ut i on cont ro l fac i l i t i esb 1 3 . 9  
Complet e l y  paved w i th conc rete 6 . 2  
Conf i nement barn 4 .  9 
a
Because more than one feature _character i zes some feed l ot s ,  
t h e  co l ll'lln percentage does not tot a l  to 1 00 .  
b
The most comnon l y  reported types o f  po l l ut i on cont ro l 
fac i l i t i es a re di rected dra i nage areas and runoff 
cont a i nment l agoons/ponds . Manure s l urry is stored above­
ground i n  two feed l ots . 
Fig 4. Feedlot physical features, by size-of-feedlot. 
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Table 4. Feedlot manager, highest level of schooling attained, by area in South Dakota. 
About 62% of the responding feedlot 
managers reported their 1988 feed­
lot utilization did not differ from 
that of the past 5 years ( 1 984-
1 988). Equal percentages ( 19%) of 
the managers reported their 1988 
feedlot utilization rates were either 
lower or higher than that generally 
during the prior 5 years. Thus, 
although much of South Dakota 
experienced drought in 1988, that 
year appears to have been more or 
less normal for respondents from 
the standpoint of their cattle feedlot 
utilization. 
Feedlot physical features 
About 800!0 of the reporting feedlots 
have tree windbreaks to provide 
protection for their finishing cattle 
(Table 3) . Between 51% and 57% of 
the feedlots have mounds and fence 
windbreaks, and 4 7% have feedlots 
partially paved with concrete. 
Differences in the presence of these 
four physical features among size­
of-feedlot categories are statistically 
significant, with a generally positive 
relationship between the presence of 
the physical feature and size-of­
feedlot (Fig 4). At the other extreme, 
only 5-6% of the feedlots are com­
pletely paved with concrete or have 
confinement feeding barns. 
Percent of report i ng feed l ot managers, b� a rea 
Schoo l l eve l West North Cent ra l South Cent ra l Northeast Southeast State 
E l ementary schoo l 0 6 . 3  1 5 . 0  4 . 6  7 . 3  7 . 6  
H i gh schoo l 50 . 0  56 . 2  50 . 0  63 . 6  46 . 4  5 0 . 7  
V o  T ech s.choo l 0 6 . 3  1 0 . 0  4 . 6 1 4 . 6 1 1 . 1  
Two-yea r c o l l ege degree 0 0 0 0 1 . 2 0 . 7  
Uni vers i ty Bache l ors degree 50 . 0  25 . 0  5 . 0 22 . 7  28 . 1  24 . 3  
Beyond Bach e l ors degree 0 6 . 2  1 5 . 0  0 1 . 2 3 . 5  
Other __ o __ o � ___Ll ---1.:l � 
1 00 . 0  1 00 . 0  1 00 . 0  1 00 . 0  1 00 . 0  1 00 . 0  
aD i fferences i n  the responses among areas are not stat i st i ca l l y s i gni f i cant at the 0 . 05 l eve l . 
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Feedlot management 
Over 92% of the reporting feedlot 
managers have completed high 
school (Table 4) . Nearly 28% have 
at least a bachelor's degree. 
Nearly 67% of the reporting feedlots 
are operated as single-family propri­
etorships (Table 5) . This compares 
to 87% for all farms in South 
Dakota (USDC 1 989) . The other rel­
atively common types of feedlot 
organization are family-held corpo­
rations ( 1 8%) and partnerships 
( 1 5%) . For all of South Dakota's 
farms, the percentages of corpora­
tions and partnerships are 3% and 
9%, respectively. The proportions of 
corporate and partnership feedlots 
are above average and the propor­
tion of single-family proprietorship 
feedlots is below average, relative to 
farms in general in the state.21 
The percentage of single-family pro­
prietorships varies inversely with 
size-of-feedlot, with 9 1  % of the 
"small" feedlots being 
proprietorships and only 300A> of the 
"large" feedlots being proprietor­
ships (Fig 5) . The percentage of 
partnerships varies directly with 
size-of-feedlot, with 7% of the 
"small" feedlots in partnerships and 
3 1  % of the "large" feedlots in part­
nerships. The percentage of family 
held corporations also generally 
varies directly with size-of-feedlot.22 
With the estimated cattle on feed in 
the reporting feedlots during 1988 
as the unit of analysis, the percent­
age of hired labor used in the sur-
veyed cattle feedlot operations is 
49%. 
About 55% of the reporting feedlots 
use no hired labor. On the other 
hand, only 3% of the feedlots use no 
family labor. A strong direct rela­
tionship exists between percent of 
hired labor and size-of-feedlot. For 
example, all "large" feedlots hire 
some labor, whereas only 4% of 
"small" feedlots do (Fig 6) . Hired 
labor represents an average of 8QOA> 
:nclauson's ( 1983) 1981 smvey of South 
Dakota cattle producers shows 85% sole pro­
prletorshlps, 13% partnerships, and 2% cor­
porations. Van Arsdall's and Nelson's ( 1983) 
smvey of Midwest farmer feedlots shows 82% 
sole proprletorships, 16% partnerships, and 
2% corporations. Dietrlch et al ( 1985) show 
a very different picture for feedlots in Texas. 
Nearly 74% of their surveyed feedlots are cor­
porations, 19% are partnerships, and only 
6% are sole proprletorships. 
22van Arsdall and Nelson ( 1983) show 
similar patterns of relationship between type 
of feedlot business organization and size-of­
feedlot for farmer feedlots in the Midwest. 
Fig 5. Type of feedlot organization, by size-of-feedlot. 
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Table 5. Type of feedlot organization, by area in South Dakota. 
Organi zat i on type 
S i ng l e- f am i l y  propr i etorsh i p  
Fami l y  h e l d  corporat i on 
Partnersh i p  
Other 
\.lest 
25 . 0  
0 
75 . 0  
_o_ 
1 00 . 0  
Percent o f  report i ng feed l ots. by area 
North Cent ra l South Cent ra l Northeast Southeast 
60 . 0  65 . 0  72 . 7  68 . 3  
1 3 . 3  20 . 0  1 3 . 7  1 9 . 5  
20 . 0  1 5 . 0 1 3 . 6  1 1 . 0 
� _o_ o 1 . 2 
1 00 . 0  1 00 . 0  1 00 . 0  1 00 . 0  
aD i f ferences i n  the responses among areas are not stat i st i ca l l y s i gn i f i cant a t  the 0 . 05 l eve l . 
b The other reported types of feed l ot organi zat i ons are 11 j o i nt enterpr i se" and "state owned" . 
State 
66 . 4  
1 7 . 5  
1 4 . 7
b --1.:! 
1 00 . 0  
1 5  
of total labor in "large" feedlots and 
only 2% of total labor in "small" 
feedlots. 23 
Three sources of long-term credit 
are commonly used by reporting 
23Four of the 145 reporting feedlots use 
only hired labor; they have design capacities 
of 1 ,335, 1 ,465, 3,265, and 5,335 head. The 
percentages of hired labor for other feedlots 
with 3,000 head or more design capacity are 
as follows: 80% for 12,000 head, 80% for 
5,335 head, 80% and 50% for 3,335 head, 
and 75% for 3,000 head. 
Van Arsdall and Nelson ( 1983) also report 
the proportion of hired labor in farmer feed­
lots in the Midwest to vaty directly with size­
of-feedlot. 
Table 6. Sources of operating and long-term credit used in feedlot.a 
feedlots, in the following propor­
tions: 3 7% Farm Credit SeIVices, 
3 1  % in-state commercial banks, 
and 26% Farmers Home 
Administration (Table 6) . An addi­
tional 1 1  % of feedlots use long-term 
credit from private individuals. 
About 77% use in-state commercial 
bank short-term credit. The next 
most common short-term sources of 
credit are Farm Credit SeIVices (8% 
of feedlots) and private individuals 
(7%) .24 
Nearly 3 1  % of the reporting feedlots 
typically received SOOA> or more of 
gross farm income from the sale of 
Percent of report i ng feed l ots w i th bor rowed 
Cred i t source Operat i ng capi ta l Long- t erm capi t a l  
Farm Cred i t Servi ces 7 . 7 
I n- state conrnerc i a l  bank 76 . 9  
Farmers Home Acini n i st rat i on 1 . 5 
P r i vate i ndi v i dua l s  6 . 9  
Out - of - state conrnerc i a l  bank 3 . 8  
Feed supp l i er 2 . 3  
I nsurance coq>any 0 . 8  
2 . 3 
a
No feed l ot manager reports us i ng e i ther short - term or l ong - term cred i t  
f rom packers o r  pr i vate l end i ng groups . 
bBecause mor� than one cred i t  source i s  used by some feed l ot s ,  the 
respect i ve col lll'll percentages do not t ot a l  t o  1 00 .  
c
The 11other11 operat i ng cred i t sources are ( 1 )  credi t uni on,  ( 2 )  persona l 
l oans from stockho l ders to a corporat i on,  and ( 3 )  unspec i f i ed .  A Sma l l  
Bus i ness Acini ni strat i on ( SBA ) l oan i s  used for l ong- t erm c red i t i n  one 
feed l ot .  
Table 7. Gross farm sales from total farm operation, by area in South Dakota. 
Gross farm sa l es Percent of report i ng feed l ots1 b� a rea 
�do l l ar range2 West North Cent ra l South Cent ra l Northeast 
Less than $ 1 00 , 000 0 6 . 3  5 . 3  1 3 . 6  
$1 00, 000- $249, 999 0 3 1 . 2  36 . 8  22 . 7  
$25 0 , 000 - $499 , 999 25 . 0  1 8 . 8  26 . 3  9 . 1  
$500 , 000-$999 , 999 50 . 0  0 1 0 . 5  9 . 1  
$1 , 000 , 000 o r  more 25 . 0  43 . 7  __ll:.1 45 . 5  
1 00 . 0  1 00 . 0  1 00 . 0  1 00 . 0  
37. 1 
30 . 5  
25 . 7  
1 1 . 4 
2 . 9  
0 
1 . 0 
1 . 0 
Southeast State 
23 . 8  1 7 . 0  
28 . 8  28 . 4  
1 0 . 0  1 3 . 5  
1 6 . 2  1 3 . 5  
1 6 . 2  27 . 6  
1 00 . 0  1 00 . 0  
a
D i f ferences i n  the responses among areas a re not stat i st i ca l l y s i gn i f i cant a t  the 0 . 05 
l eve l . 
1 6  
slaughter cattle over the past 5 Fig 6. Feedlot hired labor use, by size-of-feedlot. 
years. Between 20% and 22% Pe rc e n tage of res p on d i ng f e e d lots 
received either 20-3g<>A>, 40-59%, or 
60-79% of respective gross farm 1 o o  
incomes from the sale of  slaughter 
cattle. Only 7% earned less than ao 
20% of their gross farm income 
from the sale of slaughter cattle. 60 
The relationship between percent­
age of gross farm income from sale 
of slaughter cattle and size-of-feed­
lot is direct. with an average per­
centage of 38% for "small" feedlots 
and 78% for "large" feedlots (Fig 7) . 
About 4 1  % of the reporting feedlots 
had gross farm sales from farming 
of $500,000 or more, an additional 
42% between $ 100,000 and 
$499,999, and 1 7% less than 
$ 100,000 (Table 7). These levels are 
considerably greater than for all 
farms in South Dakota. where 
respective percentages are 1 %, 18%, 
and 8 1  % (USDC 1 989). 
40 
20 
1 00 
U s e  s o m e  h i re d  l a b o r  • 
D Smal l  � I ntermed iate I fB±ill I n termed iate I I  B Large 
P e rc e ntage of  total l a b o r  
I m p o r tance of  h i re d labor * 
D Smal l  � I ntermediate I LJ I n termed iate I I  B Large 
In interpreting this apparent con­
trast in farming scale. however. 
remember that "gross farm sales" 
generally overstates the "real" value­
added by cattle feeders who pur­
chase feeder cattle. Such off-farm 
purchases may amount to 50% or 
more of the gross farm sales for 
many cattle feeders. but a much 
smaller percentage for most other 
types of farms. Thus, the contrast 
in average gross farm sales for cat­
tle feeders. vs. for all farms. over­
portrays the "real" difference in 
farming scale between the two 
groups of farms. 
Fig 7. Gross farm sales from slaughter cattle,  by size-of-feedlot. 
24Dietrlch et al ( 1985) show commercial 
banks, followed by the Farm Credit system, 
to be the major sources of operating credit in 
their survey of cattle feedlots in Texas. They 
show commercial banks to also be the main 
overall source of long-term credit, but with 
larger feedlots making relatively more use of 
long-term credit from insurance companies. 
Pe rc e n tage of g ross i nc o m e  • 
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Fig 8. Age of cattle placed on feed, by size-of-feedlot. 
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Table 8.  Gender of cattle placed on feed. 
I nc i dence of cat t l e  Percent o f  report i ng feed l ots w i th i nd i cated 
gender i n  feed l ot i nc i dence1 b� cat t l e  gender 
�rcentage rangel Steers Hei fers Cows Bu l l s 
0 7 . 5  20 . 9  82 . 4  92 . 2  
- 1 9% 3 . 0  6 . 0  9 . 9  6 . 4  
2 0  - 39% 7 . 5  22 . 4  4 . 9  0 
40 - 59% 3 1 . 6  36 . 6  1 . 4 0 
60 - 79% 23 . 3  5 . 9 0 . 7  0 
80 - 99% 9 . 8  4 . 5  0 0 
1 00% 1 7 . 3  _hl __JhZ -1.:! 
1 00 . 0  1 00 . 0  1 00 . 0  1 00 . 0  
1 8  
Feeder cattle 
placement in 1 988 
Age, gender, breed, 
and weight 
Slightly over 5 1  % of the smveyed 
cattle placed on feed in 1988 were 
yearlings ( 10-24 mo), 42% were 
calves, and 7% were cattle 2 yr or 
more of age. Larger feedlots tend to 
place fewer calves and more year­
lings on feed (Fig 8) . Differences in 
the percentages of calves and year­
lings among size-of-feedlot cate­
gories are not statistically signifi­
cant, however.25 
About 27% of reporting feedlots 
placed only calves on feed in 1988, 
and 20% placed only yearlings on 
feed. At the other extreme, 260A> of 
feedlots placed no calves on feed, 
3 1  % no yearlings, and 8 1  % no cattle 
2 yr or older. 
Of the cattle, 56% were steers, 39% 
heifers, 4% cows, and 1 % bulls. 
About 1 7% of the feedlots placed 
only steers on feed, 4% only heifers, 
1 % only cows, and 1 % only bulls 
(Table 8) . At the other extreme, 8% 
of feedlots placed no steers on feed, 
2 1  % no heifers, 82% no cows, and 
92% no bulls. 2s 
Of the surveyed cattle, 63% were 
exotic European beef breeds/ 
25Van Arsdall and Nelson ( 1983) report 
larger farmer feedlots in the Midwest place on 
feed more yearlings (relative to calves). They 
suggest that smaller feedlots more often pur­
chase calves because these farmers have the 
more readily available forages for growing cat­
tle on their more diversified farms. Their ten­
dencies to match purchased with home­
raised feeders and to feed only one lot of cat­
tle each year may be other factors. 
28Roughly similar proportions of steers 
and heifers are reported in two other smveys: 
58% steers and 42% heifers in Colorado 
(Madsen and Gee 1986) and 57% steers and 
43% heifers in Texas (Dietrich et al 1985). 
Van Arsdall and Nelson ( 1983) report 70% 
steers and 30% heifers in farmer feedlots in 
the Midwest. 
crosses, 300A> English beef breeds, 
4% beef-dairy crosses, and 3% dairy 
cattle. About 24% of the feedlots 
had only exotic European beef 
breeds/ crosses, 14% only English 
beef breeds, 4% only dairy cattle, 
and 1 % only beef-dairy crosses. On 
the other hand, 25% of feedlots 
placed on feed no exotic European 
beef breeds/ crosses, 35% no 
English beef breeds, 8 1  % no beef­
dairy crosses, and 85% no dairy 
cattle.21 
A direct and statistically significant 
relationship exists between the per­
centage of exotic European beef 
breeds/ crosses placed on feed and 
size-of-feedlot, with the proportion 
being 39% for "small" feedlots and 
66% for "large" feedlots. (Fig 9) . On 
the other hand, an inverse and sta­
tistically significant relationship 
exists between the percentage of 
dairy cattle placed on feed and size­
of-feedlot, with the percentage being 
1 8% for "small" feedlots and 2% for 
"large" feedlots. 
Slightly over 43% of the smveyed 
steers placed on feed in 1 988 
weighed 700 lb or more. About 41 % 
were in the 500-699 lb weight 
range, and 1 6%  were lighter than 
500 lb. The weights of heifers less 
than 2 yr old placed on feed were 
slightly lighter, with the following 
percentages in the respective weight 
ranges: 38% 700 lb or more, 45% 
500-699 lb, and 1 7% under 500 
lb.28 
The relationship between the per­
centage of steers weighing under 
500 lb placed on feed and size-of­
feedlot is statistically significant and 
inverse (Fig 10) .  Conversely, the 
percentage of heifers weighing 700 
27Dietrich et al ( 1985) report a very differ­
ent mix of cattle breeds in Texas feedlots: 
lb or more placed on feed varies 
directly with size-of-feedlot. 29 
In comparison to the 1989 findings, 
Clauson ( 1983) showed South Dakota cattle 
producers placed lighter weight cattle in the 
feedlot (a) in 1972, 55% of placements < 500 
lb and 24% 500-699 lb_ and (b) in 1980, 39% 
< 500 lb and 31 % 500-699 lb. Dietrich et al 
( 1985) show somewhat heavier cattle in 
Texas feedlots than is shown in the 1989 
South Dakota survey. Begi.nning feeder cat­
tle weights commonly in excess of 700 lb are 
reported by (a) Hoelscher ( 1990) for 22 feed­
lots covering more than 300,000 cattle in the 
High Plains, (b) Madsen and Gee ( 1986) for 
surveyed feedlots in Colorado, and (c) Trapp 
( 1984) for High Plains and Corn Belt feedlots 
in 1983. 
29Van Arsdall and Nelson ( 1983), on the 
other hand, report no consistent relationship 
between weight of feeder cattle and sfze-of­
feedlot in Midwest farmer feedlots. 
Table 9. Weight of cattle placed on feed. 
Percent of cat t l e  �l aced on feed 
Weight range � l b . 2  Steers H e i fers �< 2 �r . 2  
Less than 400 2 . 9  3 . 0  
400 - 499 1 2 . 7  1 4 . 7  
500 - 599 23 . 2  24 . 8  
600 - 699 1 8 . 0  1 9 . 8  
700 - 799 1 4 . 2  1 7 . 2  
800 - 899 1 6 . 0  8 . 4  
900 or more 1 3 . 0  --1Ll 
1 00 . 0  1 00 . 0  
Fig 9 .  Breed o f  cattle placed o n  feed, by size-of-feedlot. 
Pe rc e n t ag e  of c at t l e  p l ac e d  
1 00 
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40 
5 1% English breeds and English crosses, 20 
34% Brahman and Brahman crosses, 7% 
exotic European crosses, and 8% other. 
28For a more detailed breakdown on the 
weight of steers and heifers (< 2 yr) placed on 
feed in 1988, see Table 9. 
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Place of origin 
About 62% of the cattle were pur­
chased from South Dakota sources, 
24% were purchased from out-of­
state. and 14% were home-raised.30 
The relationship between percent of 
home-raised cattle and size-of-feed­
lot is inverse, with 78% of the cattle 
in "small" feedlots being home­
raised and only 13% of the cattle in 
"large" feedlots being home-raised 
30Madsen and Gee ( 1986) report 28% of 
the cattle fed in their suiveyed feedlots in 
Colorado were purchased from Colorado 
sources. Dietrich et al ( 1985) report more 
than 60% of the cattle placed on feed in their 
suiveyed feedlots in Texas originated from 
sources within Texas. 
Fig 10. Weight of cattle placed on feed, by size-of-feedlot. 
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Fig 11. Place of origin of cattle placed on feed, by size-of-feedlot. 
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(Fig 1 1) .  Conversely, the relation­
ships between ( 1) the percentages of 
cattle purchased from both South 
Dakota sources and out-of-state 
and (2) size-of-feedlot are generally 
direct.31 
About 33% of f eedlots reported 
home-raising all the cattle they 
placed on feed in 1988, whereas 
only 1 7% purchased all their feeder 
cattle from South Dakota sources. 
No feedlots purchased all their feed­
er cattle from out-of-state. On the 
other hand. 39% of feedlots home­
raised none of their feeder cattle. 
36% purchased no feeder cattle 
from South Dakota sources, and 
68% purchased no feeder cattle 
from out-of-state sources. 
Of the 46 feeders who imported at 
least some of their feeder cattle from 
out-of-state in 1 988, 24 (52%) 
imported their feeders from North 
Dakota, 2 1  (3 1%) from Montana, 6 
(9%) from both Minnesota and 
Wyoming, 4 (6%) from Nebraska. 2 
(3%) from each of Iowa. Kansas. and 
Oklahoma, and 1 from Texas. Nine 
feeders imported at least 6QOA> of 
their feeder cattle in 1988 from 
other states: 4 from Montana, 3 
from North Dakota, and 2 from else­
where. 
Timing of placement 
About 40% of the smveyed cattle 
were placed on feed in the fourth 
quarter of 1988. This is a relatively 
heavy placement period: 33% of 
reporting feeders put all their cattle 
on feed during October-December, 
and only 1 7% put no cattle on feed 
during this quarter. 
The second most common quarter 
for 1988 was January-March. when 
23% of the cattle were placed on 
feed. About 19% of the cattle were 
31Van Arsdall and Nelson ( 1983) report for 
farmer feedlots in the Midwest a similar 
inverse relationship between percentage of 
home-raised feeder cattle and size-of-feedlot. 
•1 
placed on feed during the second 
quarter and 18% during the third 
quarter. Third quarter placement is 
relatively light: only 2% of reporting 
feeders put all their cattle on feed 
during July-September, and 64% 
placed no cattle on feed during this 
quarter. 
Larger feedlots generally have high­
er feedlot utilization rates and tend 
to place cattle in their feedlots more 
uniformly throughout the year than 
smaller feedlots (Fig 1 2) .32 For 
example, the first- to fourth-quarter 
placements of cattle by '1arge" feed­
lots are 25%, 19%, 19%, and 37%, 
respectively. Corresponding figures 
for "small" feedlots are 25%, l<>°A>, 
6%, and 59%. 
Differences among size-of-feedlot 
categories in the percentages of cat­
tle placed on feed in various quar­
ters, however, are statistically sig­
nificant only in the third quarter. 
Means of procuring 
non-home-raised calves 
The most common means for the 
reporting feedlots to procure feeder 
calves in 1988 was through sale 
barns (57% of the smveyed cattle), 
followed by order buyers (200A>) . cus­
tom feeding ( 17%) , and private 
treaty from cow-calf producers 
(6%) .33 Differences among size-of­
feedlot categories in the means of 
feeder calf procurement are not sta­
tistically significant. 
The dominance of sale barn pur­
chases is also indicated by 39% of 
feeders procuring all of their feeder 
32Van Arsdall and Nelson ( 1983) show the 
following percentages of cattle placement, by 
quarter, in farmer feedlots in the Midwest: 
37% October-December, 28% January­
March, 16% April-June, and 19% July­
September. Dietrich et al ( 1985) report a 
quite different seasonal distribution of cattle 
placement in Texas, with peak placement 
months being August-October (coinciding 
with early fall calf weaning practices of many 
Texas cow-calf producers), followed by April­
May. 
cattle through them and by only 
2 2 %  of them buying no c attle 
through sale barns. 
Nearly 14% of feedlots buy all their 
cattle through order buyers, and 
nearly 59% buy none of their cattle 
by this means. Less than 6% of the 
feeders acquire all their feeder cattle 
via either custom feeding or directly 
from cow-calf producers. More than 
84% procure no cattle through 
either of these two means. 
Eleven ( 12%) of 96 reporting feed­
lots use the futures market to hedge 
the purchase of feeder cattle. 
Differences among size-of-feedlot 
categories and the futures market 
purchase of feeder cattle are not 
statistically significant. 
Slightly over 9% of the sutveyed 
calves placed on feed in 1 988 were 
pre-conditioned through the South 
33Qf the 14 feedlots reporting that they 
purchased calves private treaty from cow-calf 
producers, 10 (7 1%) indicated that they 
mixed those cattle with other cattle in the 
feedlot. Therefore, tracking carcasses back 
to ranch-of-origin may be difficult. In states 
such as Texas with larger feedlots, however, 
tracking carcasses back to ranch-of-origin 
may be easier (National Cattleman's 
Association, 1990). 
Fig 12. Quarter of cattle placement, by size-of-feedlot. 
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Dakota Green Tag Program. 34 
About 4% of the managers pur­
chased only pre-conditioned calves, 
and 48% purchased no pre-condi­
tioned calves. Differences among 
size-of-feedlot categories and the 
purchasing of pre-conditioned 
calves are not statistically signill­
cant. 
Ownership of cattle in feedlot 
Nearly 76% of the surveyed cattle 
were owned by the feedlot where the 
cattle were being fed. About SOoA> of 
the reporting feedlots owned all the 
cattle, and only 8% owned no cattle 
that they placed on feed in 1 988. 
The remaining cattle were owned as 
follows: 1 6% by outside investors, 
5% by the rancher that raised the 
feeders, and 3% by the feedlot with 
a partner. Only 1 % of the feedlots 
reported all their feeder cattle and 
94% reported none of their feeder 
cattle being owned by the rancher 
that raised the feeders. 
34The South Dakota Green Tag Program 
requires that calves be vaccinated, castrated, 
de-horned, and weaned 30 days before they 
are sold. 
Fig 1 3. Ownership of cattle in the feedlot, by size-of-feedlot. 
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Consequently, retained ownership 
of cattle fed in South Dakota by the 
state's cow-calf producers appears 
to be rather uncommon for the 
reporting feedlots. 35 
A generally inverse and statistically 
signillcant relationship exists 
between cattle being owned by the 
feedlot where the cattle are fed and 
size-of-feedlot. Between 88 and 
94% of the cattle in "small" and 
"intermediate I" feedlots are feedlot­
owned, and 7 4-77% of the cattle in 
"intermediate II" and "large" feedlots 
are feedlot-owned (Fig 13) .  
On the other hand, a direct and sta­
tistically signillcant relationship 
exists between cattle owned by out­
side investors and size-of-feedlot. 
No cattle in "small" feedlots and 
2 1  % of the cattle in "large" feedlots 
were owned by outside investors. 
Typical feeding practices3a 
Days cattle on feed 
Steer calves and yearling steers 
were reported to be typically on feed 
for averages of 208 and 1 29 days, 
respectively. Steer calves are kept 
on feed for an average of 5 days 
longer than heifer calves and year­
ling steers for 10 days longer than 
yearling heifers. 
The feeding periods vary widely 
among feedlots, but generally they 
35'Jhis statement requires two qualifica­
tions. The retaining of ownership of calves 
by South Dakota cow-calf operators who 
send their calves for feeding outside the state 
is not reflected in the survey findings. It is 
generally known that several South Dakota 
producers retain ownership in calves that are 
fed to the south (e.g., in Nebraska). 
Furthermore, "retained ownership" also can 
be used to characterize feedlot managers who 
feed home-raised cattle ( 14% of the smveyed 
cattle placed on feed in 1988). This is not 
reflected in the data reported in the text. 
36An overview of the findings from the sur­
vey on feeding practices is covered in Taylor 
et al ( 1989). 
are somewhat greater than those 
normally recommended by 
Extension Service beef specialists. 
At the long end of the ranges, 26% 
of the feedlots keep both steer and 
heifer calves on feed for 275 days or 
longer (Table 10) .  About 200A> of 
feedlots keep yearling steers and 
14% of feedlots keep yearling heifers 
on feed for 1 80 days or longer (Table 
1 1) .37 The smveyed cull cows are 
. on feed for an average 66 days and 
cull bulls for 63 days. 38 
In general. feeding periods vary 
inversely with size-of-feedlot. For 
both yearling steers and yearling 
heifers, differences in the average 
feeding period among sizes-of-feed­
lot are statistically significant. The 
greatest differences are between 
"small" feedlots (average days on 
feed exceed 1 90) and the "interme-
Table 1 0. Days steer and heifer calves are on feed. 
Feedi ng per i od  Percent o f  re122rt i ng feed l ots 
{da�s range} S teer ca l ves Hei fer c a l ves 
Less than 1 25 8 . 3  9 . 1  
1 25 - 1 49 2 . 8  1 .  1 
1 50 - 1 74 7 . 4  1 1 . 4 
1 75 - 1 99  1 4 . 8  1 8 . 2  
200 - 224 1 8 . 5  1 3 . 6  
225 - 249 8 . 3  8 . 0  
250 - 274 1 3 . 9  1 2 . 5  
275 - 299 5 . 6 3 . 4  
300 - 324 1 0 . 2  1 2 . 5  
325 o r  more 1 0 . 2  1 0 . 2  
1 00 . 0  1 00 . 0  
diate II" feedlots (average days on Table 1 1 .  Days year1ing steers and heifers are on feed. 
feed are less than or equal to 125) 
(Fig 14) .  While the days steer and 
heifer calves are on feed appear to 
be inversely related to size-of-feed­
lot, differ enc es in the feeding period 
lengths for the calves among size-of­
feedlot categories are not statistical­
ly significant. 
Weight targets 
Closely related to days on feed is the 
targeted finishing weight. The aver­
age targeted finishing weights for 
Feed i ng per i od  
{da�s range} 
Less than 1 00 
1 00 - 1 1 9 
1 20 - 1 39 
1 40 - 1 59 
1 60 - 1 79 
1 80 - 1 99 
200 and more 
Percent of re122rt i ng feed l ots 
Year l i ng steers Year l i ng hei fers 
5 . 3 8 . 9  
1 6 . 0  2 1 . 4  
34 . 7  39 . 3  
2 1 . 3  1 2 . 5  
2 . 7  3 . 6  
1 3 . 3  8 . 9  
__1l.J_ ---2..:! 
1 00 . 0  1 00 . 0  
steers and heifers in the reporting 
feedlots are 1 ,230 lb and l, 105 lb, Fig 1 4. Average days on feed, by cattle type and size-of-feedlot. 
3Tfhese feeding periods are generally 
longer than the average feeding period for all 
steers of 138- 15 1  days reported by Hoelscher 
( 1 990) for the High Plains, 134 days reported 
by Madsen and Gee ( 1986) for Colorado, and 
149 days by Dietrich et al ( 1985) for Texas. 
The steer-heifer feeding period differential is 
about the same as that reported by 
Hoelscher and Dietrich et al. Madsen and 
Gee report an average days on feed for 
heifers 1 day greater than the 1 34 day aver­
age for steers. 
38Much larger proportions of cull cows 
and cull bulls are fed for 60-69 days than for 
any other 10-day range. 
300 
250 
200 
1 50 
1 00 
50 
0 
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Table 1 2. Targeted average daily gain and final finishing weights, by type of cattle. 
T argeted da i ly rate Targeted f i na l  
T� of cat t l e  o f  ga i n  � l b.£day2 f i n i sh i ng weight � l b . 2  
Grow i ng steers 2 . 36 n/a 
Grow i ng hei fers 2 . 1 7  n/a 
F i n i sh i ng steers 3 . 05 1 , 230 
F i n i sh i ng hei fers 2 . 82 1 ,  1 05 
Cu l l  cows 3 . 1 5  1 , 265 
Cu l l  bu l l s  3 . 1 8 1 , 685 
Table 1 3. Targeted final finishing weights, by type of cattle·a 
Percent of report i ng feed l ots w i th i nd i cated 
Target f i n i sh i ng weigh ts, by t� of cat t l e  
weight � l b . 2  Steers Hei fers Cu l l  cows 
Less than 1 , 050 0 . 8  5 . 7  4 . 8  
1 , 050 - 1 , 099 0 27 . 9  4 . 8  
1 , 1 00 - 1 ,  1 49 3 . 2  38 . 5  4 . 8  
1 , 1 50 - 1 ,  1 99 1 6 . 7  1 3 . 5  9 . 5  
1 , 200 - 1 , 249 33 . 3  1 1 . 5 1 9 . 0  
1 , 250 - 1 , 299 22 . 2  1 . 9 4 . 8  
1 , 300 - 1 , 349 1 6 . 7  1 . 0 38 . 1  
1 , 250 - 1 , 399 4 . 7  0 4 . 7  
1 , 400 and more ___Ll _o _ _Ll 
1 00 . 0  1 00 . 0  1 00 . 0  
a
The targeted f i n i sh i ng we i ghts ( l b . ) for the ei ght report i ng 
bu l l  feeders a re as f o l l ows : 1 - 1 , 300; 1 - 1 , 500; 2- 1 , 600; 
1 0 1 , 900;  and 3 - 2 , 000 . 
Fig 1 5. Targeted average daily gain for finishing cattle, by size-of-feedlot. 
Pou n d s  p e r  h e ad d a i l y  
F i n is h i n g  steers * F i n i s h i n g  h e i fe rs * 
D S m a l l • I n te r me d i ate I I n ter m e d i ate I I  - L a rge 
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respectively (Table 1 2) .39 Table 13 
shows that 46% of steers are fed to 
targeted final finishing weights of 
1 ,250 lb or more and 28% of heifers 
to l ,  150 lb or more. 
The average targeted rates of gain 
for the smveyed growing and finish­
ing steers are 2 .36 and 3.05 lb/day. 
respectively (Table 12) .  For heifers, 
the rates are about 0.2 lb/day 
less.40 
About 37% of the managers target 
one or the other of two ranges in 
daily gain for growing steers: 2 .0-
2 .5 or 2 .5-3.0 lb/day. Nearly 57% 
target 2 .0-2 .5  lb/day for growing 
heifers. Slightly over 500!6 of the 
feedlots target 3.0-3.5 lb/day for 
finishing steers and 2 .5-3.0 lb/day 
for finishing heifers. 
A direct and statistically significant 
relationship exists between the tar­
geted daily rates of gain for both fin­
ishing steers and finishing heifers 
and size-of-feedlot, with the targeted 
rates of gain for cattle in "large" 
feedlots 13- 1 8% greater than for 
those in "small" feedlots (Fig 15) .  
39'Ibese targeted finishing weights are 
roughly consistent with the average 
liveweight of 1 ,222 lb for cattle slaughtered 
in South Dakota during 1989 (S.D. Ag Stat 
Serv, 1990b). This weight is considerably 
greater than the 1 ,  134 lb reported on average 
for the U.S. The 1989 South Dakota survey 
weights also are considerably greater than 
those reported elsewhere in the literature: 
1 ,  168 lb for steers and 999 lb for heifers for 
farmer feedlots in the Midwest (Van Arsdall 
and Nelson 1983); l ,  1 15 lb for steers and 
1 ,002 lb for heifers in Colorado (Madsen and 
Gee 1986); l ,  1 10- 1 ,  1 54  lb for steers and 
1 ,00 1 - 1,024 lb for heifers for the High Plains 
(Hoelscher 1990); 1 , 1 36 lb for steers and 998 
lb for heifers in Kansas (Kuhl 1990): 1 ,  129 lb 
for Iowa (Loy et al 1986); and l ,  108 lb for the 
Corn Belt and l ,  130 lb for the High Plains 
(Trapp 1984). 
40.Actual daily rates of gain for steers cov­
ered in survey reports are as follows: 
2.79 - 2.93, High Plains (Hoelscher 
1990); 
2.80 for calves and 3.22 for yearlings, 
Kansas (Schroeder and Blair 
1989); 
2.87, Kansas (Kuhl 1990); and 
2.87, Colorado (Madsen and Gee 
1986). 
The average targeted final finishing 
weights for the surveyed cull cows 
and bulls are 1 ,265 and 1 ,685 lb, 
respectively (Table 12) .  Average tar­
geted daily rates of gain for both cull 
cows and cull bulls are 3.2 lb. The 
average targeted daily rate of gain 
for 88% of the reporting feedlots for 
cull cows is 3. 0 lb I day or more. 
Feed rations 
Grain versus roughage. Feedlot 
managers report an average of 39% 
grain--relative to total dry matter-­
in the diets of cattle during the 
growing period. At the extremes, 
10% of the feedlots feed less than 
20% grain during the growing peri­
od, and 1 1  % feed more than 600A> 
grain. 
A direct relationship appears to exist 
between size-of-feedlot and percent 
of grain in growing cattle diets (Fig 
16) .  However, the relationship is not 
statistically significant. 
During the finishing period, the 
average percentage of grain in cattle 
diets is 80% of total feed intake. At 
the extremes, 1 2% of the feedlots 
feed less than 60% grain and 200A> of 
the feedlots 90% or more grain. 41 
The apparent direct relationship 
between size-of-feedlot and percent 
Corresponding data for heifers are as fol­
lows: 
2.54 - 2.64, High Plains (Hoelscher 
1 990) ; 
2.58 for calves and 2.9 1 for yearlings, 
Kansas (Schroeder and Blair 
1989); 
2.43, Iowa (Loy et al 1986); 
2.46, Kansas (Kuhl 1 990); and 
2.60, Colorado (Madsen and Gee 
1986). 
41Madsen and Gee ( 1986) report the fol­
lowing average growing and finishing rations 
for yearlings: 
Growing: 3 1  % grain, 39% silage, 23% alfalfa 
hay, 5% protein, and 2% other supplements; 
and 
Finishing: 75% grain, 13% silage, 5% alfalfa 
hay, 5% protein, and 2% other supplements. 
of grain in finishing cattle diets is 
not statistically significant (Fig 1 6) .  
Types of grain fed. About 92% of 
the surveyed cattle receive corn, fol­
lowed by 4% barley, 3% milo, 0.5% 
oats, and 0.3 wheat. Only 60% of 
feedlot managers, however, reported 
corn as the only grain used in the 
cattle rations. Nearly 400A> of feed­
lots feed at least one grain other 
than corn. The exclusive use of corn 
in cattle rations appears more com­
mon in larger than smaller feedlots. 
Other grains represent more than 
400A> of total grains fed in only two 
situations: 3% of the feedlots for 
milo and 2% for barley. At the other 
extreme, the following percentages 
of feedlot managers reported using 
none of the following grains in their 
rations: 79% barley, 83% oats, 94% 
milo, and 97% wheat. 
Types of roughage fed. The follow­
ing percentages of feedlot managers 
reported feeding the respective types 
of roughages: 9 1  % hay, 85% corn 
silage, 40% haylage, 1 7% grazing 
pasture, 8% grazing residues, and 
13% other (oatlage and milo I 
sorghum/sudan silage) .42 
42Van Arsdall and Nelson ( 1983) report 
the following percentages of farmer feedlots 
in the Midwest to feed the following 
roughages: 77% legume hay, 63% corn 
silage, 18% hay silage, and 7% other hay. 
Fig 1 6. Importance of grain in cattle rations, by size-of-feedlot. 
Perc e ntag e  of d iet d ry mat ter 
G r ow i ng p e r i o d  ns F i n i s h i ng p er i o d  n s  
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The percentage of feedlots feeding 
hay differs significantly among size­
of-feedlot categories, but not with a 
clear pattern relative to size-of-feed­
lot: 1 QOO!O for "small" and "large" 
feedlots and 84-86% for "intermedi­
ate I" and "intermediate II" feedlots 
(Fig 1 7) .  
The percentage of feedlots feeding 
corn silage differs significantly 
among size-of-feedlot categories, but 
again without a clear pattern rela­
tive to size-of-feedlot: 70% for 
"small" feedlots, 9 1  % for "intermedi­
ate I" feedlots, 100% for "intermedi­
ate II" feedlots, and 67% for '1arge" 
feedlots. 
Possible reasons for fewer small and 
large feedlots feeding com silage are 
Fig 1 7. Roughages fed to cattle, by size-of-feedlot. 
Pe rc e n t age of res p o n d i ng feed l o t s  
Hay * *  C o r n  s i l ag e  * 
D Smal l  � I ntermediate I D I n termed iate I I  - Large 
Fig 1 8. Importance of home-raised feed fed to cattle, by size-of-feedlot. 
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as follows: Small feedlots tend to 
more commonly home-raise their 
feeders and hence may have less 
time to raise com silage. Large feed­
lots tend to be located farther west 
where com silage is less common. 
Source of grains and roughages. 
The average proportions of cattle 
receiving feedstuffs typically home­
raised (i.e., raised on the 
farm/ranch that has the feedlot) are 
as follows: 99% corn silage; 97% 
haylage; 58% hay; 53% high mois­
ture grain; and 43% diy grain. 
Statistically significant differences 
exist between the home-raised per­
centages of hay, high moisture 
grain, and dry grain and size-of­
feedlot (Fig 1 8) .  The relationship is 
clearly inverse for hay (43 percent­
age points higher for "small" than 
for "large" feedlots) and generally 
inverse for both dry and high mois­
ture grain. 
The percentages of f eedlots that 
home-raise 100% of their feedstuffs 
are as follows: 95% corn silage, 94% 
haylage, 70% hay, 54% high mois­
ture grain, and 40% dry grain. 43 At 
the other extreme, the percentages 
of feedlots that home-raise none of 
their feedstuffs are as follows: 1 5% 
dry grain, 7% high moisture grain, 
4% both haylage and hay, and 2% 
corn silage. 
Forms of feed fed to cattle. About 
90% of the managers reported feed­
ing dry grain and 58% high mois­
ture grain. 44 The relationship 
between the percentage of high 
43Madsen and Gee ( 1986) report the fol­
lowing percentages of commercial feedlots in 
Colorado to home-raise the following feed­
stuffs: 23% com silage, 1 5% alfalfa, and 7% 
corn grain. Van Arsdall and Nelson ( 1983) 
report the following percentages of farmer 
feedlots in the Midwest to home-raise the fol­
lowing feedstuffs: 100% silage, 99% hay, 95% 
com, and 84% of the other grains. 
44Van Arsdall and Nelson ( 1983) report the 
following percentages of farmer feedlots in 
the Midwest to feed the following types of 
grain: 68% dry and 32% high moisture. 
moisture grain and size-of-feedlot is 
direct and statistically significant. 
with the relative importance of high 
moisture grain 67 percentage points 
greater for "large" than "small" feed­
lots (Fig 1 9) .  Less than 1 2% of 
"small" and "intermediate I" feedlots 
use both dry and high moisture 
grain. whereas 87 -89% of "interme­
diate II" and "large" feedlots do. 
The following percentages of feedlot 
managers report feeding dry grain 
in the indicated forms: 59% 
cracked. 44% ground. 36% whole 
kernel. 3% steam flaked. 1 % recon­
stituted. and 3% other (ear corn. 
earlage. and corn screenings) . Only 
for cracked grain do the percentages 
differ significantly for different 
sizes-of-feedlots. Cracked grain 
tends to be more common in larger 
feedlots: 26% "small." 660!0 "inter­
mediate I." 84% "intermediate II." 
and 80% "large" (Fig 20) .  Ground 
grain appears to be somewhat 
inversely related to size-of-feedlot. 
but the relationship is not statisti­
cally significant. 
The following percentages of feedlot 
managers reported feeding hay in 
the following forms: 67% ground. 
49% unprocessed. and 4% other 
(haylage. green chop) . 45 For both 
ground and unprocessed hay. the 
percentages differ significantly for 
different sizes-of-feedlots. Ground 
hay tends to be more common with 
larger feedlots: 26% "small." 78% 
"intermediate I." 96% "intermediate 
II ." and 90% "large" (Fig 2 1) .  The 
converse tends to hold with unpro­
cessed hay: 84% "small." 46% 
"intermediate I." 7% "intermediate 
II," and 30% "large." 
The following percentages of feedlot 
managers reported feeding protein 
supplements in the following forms: 
66% dry only. 1 8% liquid only. and 
16% both dry and liquid. An 
inverse and statistically significant 
relationship exists between the per­
centage of feedlots that feeds only 
45No one reported feeding "pelleted" hay. 
Fig 1 9. High moisture vs. dry grain fed to cattle, by size-of-feedlot. 
Perc e n t age of res p o n d i ng fe e d l o t s  
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Fig 20. Form of dry grain fed to cattle, by size-of-feedlot. 
Perc e n tag e  of res p o n d i ng fe e d l o t s  
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Fig 21 . Form of hay fed to cattle, by size-of-feedlot. 
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dry protein supplement and size-of­
feedlot: 88% of "small" feedlots and 
400A> of "large" feedlots feed dry pro­
tein supplement (Fig 22) . On the 
other hand, a direct and statistically 
significant relationship exists 
between the percentage of feedlots 
that use both dry and liquid protein 
supplement and size-of-feedlot: 5% 
of "small" and 500A> of "large" feed­
lots. In general, larger feedlots tend 
to more commonly feed only liquid 
protein supplement. 
Feed additives and growth pro­
motants. About 73% of the feedlot 
managers reported the continuous 
use of ionophores (e.g. , Rumensin 
and Bovatec)46 that alter fermenta-
Fig 22. Form of protein supplement fed to cattle, by size-of-feedlot. 
Perc en tage of res p o n d i n g  fee d lots 
L i q u i d  * Dry and L i q u i d  * Dry * 
D smal l  � I ntermed i ate I D I n ter med iate II l\W Large 
Table 1 4. Use of feed additives and growth promotants. 
Percent of report i ng feed l ots i nd i cat i ng 
feed add i t i ves and growth �romotants : 
Feed add i t i ve and Used Used at se l ected Not 
growth �romotant cont i nuously t i mes only used 
I onophores ( e . g . , 
Runens i n , Bovatec )
a 
72 . 9  1 3 . 2  1 3 . 9  
Growth i q::>l ants ( e . g . , Ra l gro ,  
COfT1)lJdose, Synovex) 59 . 1  29 . 5  1 1 . 4 
Cocc i d i os i s  cont ro l ( e . g . , 
Deccox, Bovatec , Aq::>ro l � i llll) 1 5 . 7  45 . 4  38 . 9  
Ant i b i ot i cs sub-
therapeut i ca l l y 8 . 3  44 . 9  46 . 8  
Ant i b i ot i cs 
therapeut i ca l l y 0 . 9  69 . 1  30 . 0  
a
The term 11 runen s t i mu l ants , 11 rather than 11 i onophores11 , was used i n  the 
survey quest i onna i re .  
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tion in the rumen: 59% continuous­
ly use growth implants (e.g. , Ralgro, 
Compudose, Synovex)47 (Table 14) .  
Fewer than 14% of the feedlots 
reported not using either ionophores 
or growth implants at any time. 
About 45% to 69% of the feedlot 
managers reported using, at selected 
times only. each of ( 1 )  coccidiosis 
control (e.g. , Deccox, Bovatec, 
Amprollium),48 (2) antibiotics sub­
therapeutically, and (3) antibiotics 
therapeutically. About 4 7% of the 
feedlot managers reported not using 
antibiotics sub-therapeutically, 39% 
not controlling coccidiosis, and 300A> 
not using antibiotics therapeutically. 
Incidences of usage do not differ sig­
nificantly by area of the state for 
any of the various feed additives and 
growth promotants. In several 
cases, however, usage levels are sig­
nificantly related to size-of-feedlot: 
Continuous use of: 
Ionophores, a direct relationship , 
with 53 percentage points more 
for "large" than "small" feedlots (P 
< 0.01 ) :  and 
Growth implants, a direct relation­
ship, with 65 percentage points 
more for "large" than "small" feed­
lots (P < 0.0 1) :  
Use at selected times only: 
Growth implants, a generally 
inverse relationship, with 46% for 
"small," 2 1  % for "intermediate I," 
3 1% for "intermediate II," and 0 
for "large" feedlots (P < 0.05) : and 
Antibiotics therapeutically, a direct 
relationship, with 43 percentage 
4&Rumensin is a product of Elanco 
Products Company, Indianapolis, IN; 
Bovatec is a product of Roche Animal 
Nutrition, Nutley, NJ. 
47Ralgro is a product of Pitman-Moore, 
Terre Haute, IN; Compudose is a product of 
Elanco; and Synovex is a product of Syntex 
Animal Health, West Des Moines, IA. 
480eccox is a product of Rhone Poulec, 
Atlanta, GA and Amprollium is a product of 
MSDAGVET-Merck, Rahway, NJ. 
points more for "large" than 
"small" feedlots (P < 0.0 1) ;  and 
Not used: 
Ionophores, an inverse relationship, 
with 29 percentage points more 
for "small" than for "intermediate 
II" and "large" feedlots (P < 0.01 ) ;  
and 
Antibiotics therapeutically, an 
inverse relationship with 43 per­
centage points more for "small" 
than "large" feedlots (P < 0.01) .  
Marketing practices in 1 98849 
Means of selling slaughter cattle 
About 55% of the slaughter cattle ' 
from the reporting feedlots go 
directly to the packer. The cattle 
are most often sold "in the beef," fol­
lowed by liveweight and 
grade/yield.50 
Almost as many of the reporting 
feedlots (5 1 %) sell through public 
stockyards. About 23% sell through 
order buyers at the feedlot, again 
with "in the beef' being most com­
mon, followed by liveweight and 
grade/yield. About 6% of the feed­
lots sell at least some cattle directly 
to consumers. 51 
A statistically significant and 
inverse relationship exists between 
selling slaughter cattle through the 
public stockyards and size-of-feed­
lot: 7 1 % of "small" feedlots and only 
200A> of "large" feedlots (Fig 23). 
On the other hand, the relationship 
between selling slaughter cattle 
directly to the packer and size-of-
f eedlot is generally direct and statis­
tically significant. The percentages 
are as follows: 23% "small," 57% 
"intermediate I." 87% "intermediate 
II," and 80% "large". 52 Except for 
the "small" feedlots. the relationship 
between selling through on-farm 
Dakota in 1970: 64% auction markets, 12% 
directly to packers, 1 2% public stockyards, 
and 12% farm-to-farm and other. Similar 
data for cattle feedlots in two other states are 
as follows: (a) Texas in 1980-8 1 ,  93% direct 
liveweight, 4% grade and carcass weight, and 
3% rail or carcass \veight (Dietrich et al 
1985) and (b) Kansas in 1987, 88% 
liveweight, 9% packer contract, 2% in the 
beef, and 1 % other (Schroeder and Blair 
1989). Van Arsdall and Nelson ( 1983) report 
the following sales pattern for farmer feedlots 
in the Midwest in 1980: 53% direct to pack­
er, 28% terminals, 1 1  % countiy commission 
firm, and 8% regular auction. Johnson et al 
( 1989) report feedlots nationally selling 90% 
of their cattle directly to packers, 5% through 
auction markets, 2% in terminal cash mar­
kets, and 4% through internal transactions 
(vertical integration). 
52'fhe extent to which direct-to-packer 
sales may result in higher prices received by 
producers is a topic for further research. 
Fig 23. Means of selling fed cattle, by size-of-feedlot. 
49For two recent insightful reviews of Perc e n tage of res p o nd i n g  fee d l o t s  
issues concerning U.S. beef cattle marketing, 1 00 
pricing, and international trade, see Ward 
( 1988) and Johnson et al ( 1989). 
50With "in the beef," a packer-buyer bids a 
carcass price to the feeder. No adjustments 
are made to accord with the actual quality 
and yield grades of the carcasses. With 
"grade and yield, "  on the other hand, a feeder 
is offered a base price for choice and Yield 
Grades 2 and 3 carcasses of a particular 
weight. Price adjustments are made for any 
differences in the actual carcasses in quality, 
yield grade, and weight from that prescribed 
in the offer. 
51Gaarder ( 1972) reports a quite different 
pattern of slaughter cattle sales in South 
80 
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2 9  
order buyers and size-of-feedlot is 
inverse.53 
Slaughter cattle are sold as weighed 
on feedlot scales by 13% of the 
reporting feedlots. A direct and sta­
tistically significant relationship 
exists between this practice and 
size-of-feedlot: 5% for "small" and 
600A> for "large" feedlots (Fig 24) . 
About 900A> of the reporting feedlots 
indicated that they sell their slaugh­
ter cattle on the basis of buyers' 
scales. 
53Van Arsdall and Nelson ( 1983) indicate 
the "largest" farmer feedlots in the Midwest 
to sell a much above-average percentage 
(8 1 %) of their slaughter cattle directly to 
packers and those with the "fewest cattle" to 
extensively use terminal and auction mar­
kets. 
Fig 24. Use of feedlot scales to determine sale weight, by size-of-feedlot. 
Pe rc e n t age of respond i ng fe ed l o t s  • 
D Smal l  � I ntermed iate I D I n te rmed iate I I  - Large 
Fig 25. Tools for pricing fed cattle, by size-of-feedlot. 
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Fifty-three percent of those who sell 
slaughter cattle on the basis of feed­
lot scale weights indicated receiving 
a 3% "pencil shrink. "  The next most 
common "pencil shrink" is 4% (29% 
of feedlots), followed by 2% ( 1 2% of 
feedlots) and 3.5% (6% of feedlots).54 
Of the reporting feedlots, 1 7% indi­
cated the use of futures markets 
(hedging), 1 5% contracting for 
future delivery (forward contracts), 
and 1 2% the options market.55 Only 
one feedlot (0.8%) sells all its 
slaughter cattle through any one of 
these means. 
By far the most common situation, 
however, is for feedlots to make no 
use of these marketing tools, as 
illustrated by the following percent­
ages of f eedlots who sell no cattle 
via these means: 82% hedging, 86% 
forward contracting, and 9 1  % 
options market. 
Generally positive and statistically 
significant relationships exist 
between the use of both hedging 
and forward contracting and size-of­
feedlot (Fig 25) .  For example, 67% 
and 33% of the "large" feedlots use 
hedging and forward contracts, 
respectively. On the other hand, no 
"small" feedlots use either of these 
tools--a likely reason being that 
they individually have too few cattle 
to fill a futures contract. 
Of the 22 feedlots ( 1 5% of all feed­
lots) that custom feed cattle,56 1 6  
54Schroeder and Blair ( 1989) report the 
most common pencil shrink in surveyed cus­
tom feedlots in Kansas to be 4%. 
ss1n a report several years ago, Van 
Arsdall and Nelson ( 1983) report 2% of 
farmer feedlots in the Midwest to hedge their 
slaughter cattle on the futures market and 
1 % to forward price their cattle. Murra (per­
sonal communication, May 1990) states that 
our study's reported use of these marketing 
tools is greater than that generally in South 
Dakota. 
56Far higher percentages of feedlots are 
reported to custom feed cattle in other 
states: 73% in Colorado (Madsen and Gee 
1986) and 83% in Texas (Dietrich et al 1985). 
reported that marketing decisions 
are made jointly by the feedlot man­
ager and cattle owner. For 4 feed­
lots. decisions are made by the cattle 
owner, for 2 by the feedlot manager, 
and for 1 by a private consultant. 
Market destination of slaughter cattle 
Of the total surveyed cattle slaugh­
tered in 1 988, 23% were sold in 
South Dakota, 38% to Nebraska, 
25% to Minnesota, 1 2% to Iowa, 
and 2% to other states (Colorado, 
North Dakota, Montana) .57 
Statistically significant relationships 
exist between size-of-feedlot and 
selling in South Dakota, Nebraska, 
and Minnesota. 
The relationship for slaughter cattle 
sold in South Dakota is inverse, 
with as many as 84% cattle from 
"small" feedlots and as few as 1 5% 
from "large" feedlots sold in the 
state (Fig 26) . On the other hand, 
the percentages of slaughter cattle 
sold in both Nebraska and 
Minnesota tend to vary directly with 
size-of-feedlot: 3% from "small" feed­
lots and 48% from "large" feedlots 
are sold in Nebraska. 
Slightly less than 38% of the report­
ing feedlots sell all their slaughter 
cattle in South Dakota. Nearly 8% 
sell all their cattle in Nebraska, 6% 
in Iowa, and 2% in Minnesota. On 
the other hand, the following per­
centages of feedlots indicate selling 
no cattle in the following states: 
34% South Dakota, 62% Nebraska, 
66% Minnesota, and 72% Iowa. 
Sources of market information 
The most common source of pricing 
agers using this medium (Table 15) .  
Next most common are television 
(54%) and newspapers (300A>) . 
Between 1 OOA> and 200A> of the man­
agers rely on each of the following: 
electronic communication, private 
consultants. newsletters, indepen­
dent market agencies, and farm 
magazines for market information. 58 
The use of information sources 
varies significantly by size-of-feedlot 
as follows: 
A clear, inverse relationship for 
newspapers: 45% of "small" and 
no "large" feedlots rely on them: 
A generally inverse relationship for 
radio; and 
A clear, direct relationship for elec­
tronic communication: 2% of 
"small" and 70% of "large" feed­
lots use such electronic sources 
as Data Transmission Network 
(DTN) and Dataline (Fig 27) . 
Dietrich et al ( 1985), on the other hand, 
report over 90% of Texas-fed cattle were 
sold in Texas. 
Of the total slaughter cattle exported 
from South Dakota. Clauson ( 1983) reports 
95% going to Iowa, Minnesota. and 
Nebraska in 1972 and 94% in 1980. Bau 
(1987) reports 78% of South Dakota's cat­
tle outshipments in 1985 went to these 
three states. 
58Clauson (1983) reports the two most 
important sources of South Dakota pro­
ducer information on marketing and pur­
chasing cattle were radio and television, 
followed by sales bills/reports and local 
papers. 
Fig 26. State in which fed cattle were sold, by size-of-feedlot. 
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1970s were slaughtered outside the state. 
S o u t h  Dakota • N e bras ka • M i n ne s o t a  • 
D Smal l  � I ntermed iate I Will±l I n termed iate I I  - Large 
31 
Fig 27. Sources of price and market information on cattle, by size-of-feedlot. 
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Fig 28. Selected management practices used by managers, by size-of-feedlot. 
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Table 1 5. Sources of price and market information on cattle, by area in South Dakota. 
Other feedlot 
management 
practices 
The following percentages of feedlot 
managers indicated their use of var­
ious additional management prac­
tices: 
64% test feeds for nutrient composi­
tion at least once a year; 
63% have grain storage facilities to 
take advantage of price drops in 
purchased feed grains; 
57% use feed scales to monitor and 
control feeding rates; 
35% keep feed records for separate 
pens of cattle;  and 
2 1  % check cattle weights periodical­
ly to track performance. 
For all except the fifth practice, 
direct and statistically significant 
relationships exist between follow­
ing the practice and size-of-feedlot 
(Fig 28) . 
Feedlot managers formulate cattle 
rations as follows: 68% by a feed 
company, 47% by the feedlot man-
Percent of re122rt i ng feed l ots, b� area 
State
b 
I nformat i on source West North Cent ra l South Cent ra l Northeast Southeast 
Rad i oc 75 . 0  87 . 5  80 . 0  77. 3  87. 7 84 . 6  
Te l evi s i on
c 25 . 0  43 . 8  55 . 0  36 . 4  6 1 . 7  53 . 8  
Newspapersc 0 37.5  30 . 0  27. 3  30 . 9  30 . 1  
E l ec t roni c  cOlllllJni cat i onc 25 . 0  1 8 . 8  20 . 0  22 . 7  1 8 . 5  1 9 . 6  
P r i vate consu l tants 75 . 0  1 8 . 8  5 . 0  22 . 7  1 6 . 1 1 7 . 5  
News l et ters
e 
0 1 8 . 8  1 0 . 0  36 . 4  1 3 . 6  1 6 . 8  
I ndependent ma rket agenc i esc 0 25 . 0  20 . 0  4 . 6 1 5 . 9  1 5 . 3  
F a rm magaz i nese 50 . 0  0 20 . 0  1 3 . 6  9 . 9  1 1 . 9 
Extens i on servi cec 0 0 5 . 0 4 . 6  1 . 2 2 . 1  
a
S i nce some feed l ots use more than one i nformat i on source, the respect i ve co l llTTI percentages do 
not tota l to 1 00 .  
bother reported sources o f  i nformat i on are 11brokers11 , USDA , other f eeders , a nd  sa l es 
representat i ves . 
c
D i f ferences i n  responses among areas are not stat i st ica l l y s i gni f i cant at the 0 . 05 l eve l . 
The most comnon ly reported e l ectroni c  c011111Jn i cat i on sources a re DTN and Data l i ne .  
� i fferences i n  responses among areas a re stat i st i ca l ly s i gn i f i cant a t  the 0 . 05 l eve l . 
However,  SOX of the Ch i Square ce l l s have expected counts of l ess than 5 .  
e
D i fferences i n  responses among a reas are not stat i st i ca l ly s i gn i f i cant a t  the 0 . 05 l eve l . 
The most conmon l y  reported news l etters are Pro Farmer and Doanes . Less conmon news l etters 
are Cat t l e  Fox , K i ppl i nger , Anca , FGL , and NCA .  
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ager, 5% by a private consultant, 
and 2% by the Extension Service.  
Ration formulators do not vary sig­
nificantly with size-of-feedlot except 
for private consultants (P < 0.05) . 
In this case, the relationship is 
direct, with no "small" feedlots, 4% 
of "intermediate I" feedlots, 1 OOA> of 
"intermediate II" feedlots, and 20% 
of "large" feedlots using private con­
sultants to formulate their rations. 
Slightly over 2 1  % of the reporting 
feedlots indicated use of a micro­
computer. Use of micros is directly 
and significantly related to size-of­
f eedlot: 4% of "small" and 56% of 
"large" feedlots use micros (Fig 29) .  
The most common use o f  micros 
(8 1 %) is in determining feedlot pro­
duction costs/profitability (Table 
16) .  The next most common uses 
are for proj ecting cattle performance 
(77%) , formulating rations (65%) , 
keeping feed records (65%) , and 
keeping weight gain records (48%) . 
Variation in management uses of 
micros among different sizes of feed­
lots tend to be rather limited, except 
Table 1 6. Management uses of micrcomputers. 
for "small" feedlots that appear to 
make relatively more use of micros 
for determining production 
costs/profitability and formulating 
rations and "large" feedlots that 
appear to make relatively less use of 
micros in formulating rations. 
Nearly 88% of reporting feedlots 
indicated hiring veterinarians. This 
is by far the most common outside 
professional seIVice hired in connec­
tion with feedlots. Next most com­
mon, however, are consultants for 
ration formulation (2 7% of feedlots) , 
legal/ accounting matters (22%) , and 
marketing ( 14%) . Of the outside 
professional seIVices covered in the 
questionnaire, the least commonly 
used ones are non-veterinarians for 
health care (6%) and consultants for 
overall management of the feedlot 
(2%). 
Hiring of veterinarians does not vary 
significantly by size-of-feedlot. 
Clearly direct relationships between 
size-of-feedlot and the hiring of con­
sultants for both marketing and 
legal/ accounting matters do exist, 
however (Fig 30) . Generally direct 
Percent of micro-computer - users , by s i ze- of- feed l ot ,  
w i th va r i ous management uses 
Management use Sma l l I ntermedi ate I I ntermedi ate I I  Large State 
Determi ne product i on 
costs/prof i tabi l i ty 
P ro j ect catt l e  performance 
Formu l ate rat i ons 
Keep feed records 
Keep we i gh t  gai n  records 
Keep medi c�ne/hea l th 
records 
1 00 . 0  
so . a  
1 00 . 0  
0 
0 
0 
0 
66 . 7  
77 . 8  
55 . 6  
55 . 6  
44 . 4  
1 1 . 1  
1 1 . 1  
80 . 0  1 00 . 0  80 . 7  
80 . 0  80 . 0  77 . 4  
73 . 3  40 . 0  64 . 5  
73 . 3  80 . 0  64 . 5  
46 . 7  80 . 0  48 . 4  
40 . 0  80 . 0  35 . 5  
1 3 . 3  40 . 0 1 6 . 1 
a
S i nce the feed l ots make more than one use of mic rocomputers , 
do not tota l to 1 00 .  
the co l UITV"I  percentages 
b
Th i s  i s  the on l y  management use of m i c rocomputers that i s  s i gni f i cant l y  C O . OS 
l eve l ) re l ated to s i ze- of - feed l ot .  
c
Other reported management uses of the computer are 1 1bi l l i ng11 , 11account i ng11 , and 
11hedg i ng11 • 
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relationships exist between size-of­
feedlot and hiring consultants for 
both ration formulation and overall 
management of the feedlot. 
Readers are encouraged to return 
to the first section of the report to 
find the summary and conclusions. 
Fig 29. Use of microcomputers as a management tool, by size-of-feedlot. 
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Fig 30. Use of outside consultants, by size-of-feedlot. 
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Annex A 
FEEDLOT 
1 .  I n  what c<X11ty i s  your f eed l ot l oc a t ed? 
2 .  Yh i c h  of t h e  f o l l ow i ng features are pa r t  of your feedlot? 
( pl ease check a s  many a s  app l y) 
Con f i nement ba rn 
_ Covered protec t i on from w i nd and snow 
F ence w i ndbreak 
She l t er - be l t w i ndbreak 
Mounds 
_ C omp l et e l y  paved w i t h  conc rete 
_ Pa r t i a l l y  paved w i t h conc re t e  
P o l l ut i on c on t r o l  f ac i l i t i es ( i f  so,  p l ease br i ef l y  
descr i be :  -------------------�
3 .  Th i s  ques t i on concerns t h e  des i gn capac i ty of your feedlot . 
About how many feet ( to t h e  nea rest 2 5 )  of feed b..nks do you 
h ave at 100X feedlot ut i l i zat i on? f ee t .  Of t h i s  tota l 
f ootage , how many f ee t  a r e  des i gned f o r  f eedi ng f rom: 
a . � s i de ( fenc e l i ne )  
b .  T wo  s i des ( po r t ab l e )  
f ee t  
f ee t  
4 .  O n  t h e  a verage dur i ng e a c h  qua r t e r  o f  1988, about wh a t  
percent of t h i s  des i gn  capac i ty w a s  a c t ua l l y used? 
J an - M a r  __ J u l y - S ept 
__ Apr - J une Oc t - Dec 
5 .  How does t h i s  1988 ut i l i zat i on  genera l l y c�re w i t h the 
typi ca l use o f  your f eed l ot ove r t h e  pas t  5 yea rs ( 1 984 - 1 988 ) ?  
( p l ease check one ) 
About t h e  same 
L ower ut i l i za t i on i n  1 988 t han typi ca l l y in pas t  5 years 
G reater u t i l i za t i on in 1 988 t han typi ca l l y i n  pas t  5 yea rs 
FEEDER CATTLE PLACEMENT ( i n 1988) 
6 .  I n  1 988 , approx i ma t e l y  wha t pe rcentage of t h e  f o l l ow i ng 
types of c at t le- - by each of age, gender, and breed- - d i d  you 
place on feed? 
a .  Age 
Ca l ves ( (9 mo )  
__ Y ea r l i ngs ( 1 0  mo - 2yr ) 
C a t t l e  >2 yr 
1 00% 
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b .  Gender 
S t eers 
H e i f e rs 
C ows 
B u l l s  
1 00% 
c .  B r eed 
E xot i c  Eu ropean bee f breeds/c rosses 
Eng l i sh beef breeds 
__ B ee f - da i ry crosses 
__ D a i ry 
1 00% 
7. For each of s t eers and h e i f e rs i n  1 988 , approx i mat e l y  what 
percent o f  t h e  cat t l e  p l aced on feed were in t h e  fo l l ow i ng 
weight ranges? 
H e i fers 
Pounds S t eers (� yr s) 
up to 400 
400 - 499 
500-599 
600 - 699 
700 - 799 
800 - 899 
over 900 
1 00% 1 00% 
8 .  Approx i ma t e l y  wh a t  percent age of t h e  cat t l e you pl aced on 
feed i n  1 988 ori g i nated f rom each of t h e  f o l l ow i ng p l aces ?  
S outh Dakota : r a i sed o n  your own fa rm/ ranch 
S outh D a kot a :  not r a i sed on your fa rm/ ranch 
Other s t a tes ( p l ease spec i f y wh i ch s t a t es )  
1 00% 
9. Approx i ma t e l y  wh a t  percentage o f  the catt le you fed in 1 988 
were placed on feed dur i ng each of the fo l l ow i ng quarters? 
J an-Mar 
__ Apr - J une 
__ J u l y- Sept 
Oc t - D ec 
1 00% 
1 0 .  Do you use t h e  futures market i n  buyi ng fccdcrs? _yes 
_no 
1 1 .  Of the ca l ves you purchased to p l ace on feed i n  1 988 , 
about what pe rcent age was pre-condi t i oned  ( S . D .  G reen T ag 
P rogram )  __ % 
1 2 .  Of the non-home ra i sed ca lves you p l aced on f eed i n  1 988 , 
about wha t pe rcentage was procured i n  each of t h e  f o l l ow i ng 
ways? 
1 00% 
Purch ased pr i va te t reaty f r om  c ow- ca l f  producers ( i f  
any ,  were t hese ca t t l e  mi xed w i th other ca t t l e  i n  
your feed l ot? _ yes _ no ) 
Purchased a t  on- ranch auc t i on 
Purch ased t h rough an order buyer 
Purch ased at a sa l e  ba rn 
Cus t om fed for someone e l se 
Other ( p l ease spec i fy =�-------------
1 3 .  Uho owns t h e  catt l e  i n  your f eed l ot ?  ( p l ease show 
approx i ma t e  per cent ages ) 
F eed l ot owner 
F eed l ot owner i n  pa r t ne rsh i p  w i th someone e l se 
R ancher ( s )  t h a t  r a i sed t h e  feeders 
Packer or r e t a i l e r  
Out s i de i nves tors 
Other ( pl ease spec i fy : ____________ _ 
1 00% 
FEED I NG PRACT I CES 
1 4 .  F or about h ow many days do you typi ca l l y feed each of t he 
fol l ow i ng types of ca t t l e? ( pl ease show 1 1n/a1 1  i f  not 
appl i cab l e )  
S teer ca l ves 
__ Y r l g  s t ee rs 
Cul l bu l l s  
H e i fer ca l ves 
__ Y r l g  h e i fers 
C u l l cows 
1 5 .  To wh a t  targeted da i l y rates of gai n  ( nea res t 0 . 1  l b/day) 
and f i na l  f i ni sh i ng  we i ghts ( neares t 25 l b) do you most 
COITITlOn l y  feed each of t he f o l l ow i ng t ypes o f  ca t t l e  ( p l ease 
show 11n/a11 i f  not a pp l i cabl e )  
St eers 
Hei fers 
Cul l cows 
D a i ly rate of ga i n  
G row i ng F i n i sh i ng 
n/a 
Cul l bu l l s  n/a 
F i n i sh 
we i gh t  
1 6 .  T h i s  ques t i on c oncerns t h e  types o f  f eed  you most common l y  
f eed your grow i ng  and f i n i sh i ng  ca t t l e .  P l ease show be l ow the 
approx i ma t e  percentages of g ra i n  and roughage ( rough dry 
ma t te r  bas i s ) t h a t  you feed , on the average , ove r each of t he 
g row i ng and f i n i sh i ng pe r i ods . 
G row i ng per i od 
F i n i sh i ng per i od 
Percent ages of 
G ra i n  Roughage T ot a l  
1 00% 
1 00% 
a .  Yh a t  i s  t h e  form of the gr a i n  t h a t  you f eed? ( p l ease check 
one or bo t h ) _ D ry _ H i gh mo i s ture 
b .  Uh a t  rough ages do you feed? ( p l ease chec k as many as a pp l y )  
_ H ay 
Corn s i l age 
_ H ay l age 
_ G ra z i ng past ure 
_ G ra z i ng c rop res i dues 
_ O ther ( p l ease spec i fy :  
1 7 . About w h a t  percent o f  each o f  t h e  f o l l ow i ng t ypes of f eed  
used i n  your feed l o t d o  you t yp i c a l l y  ra i se on your fann 
( ra ther t ha n  purchase i t ) ?  
__ D ry g ra i n  
__ H i gh mo i s ture g ra i n  
__ H ay 
Corn s i l age 
__ Hay l age 
1 8 .  Of the gra i ns  you feed, about wh a t  percent i s  represent ed 
by each of t h e  f o l l ow i ng gr a i ns ?  
C o r n  
__ Bar l ey 
M i l o  
1 00% 
Oa ts 
Uh ea t 
Other ( p l ease spec i f y :  
1 9 .  I n  wh a t  fonn( s) i s  the gra i n  that you f eed your ca t t l e? 
( pl ease check as many as appl y) 
C racked 
G round 
Uho l e  kerne l  
S t eam f l aked 
R ec ons t i t u t ed _ Other ( p l ease spec i fy :  ___ _ 
20 . I n  wh a t  fonn( s) i s  the hay t h a t  you f eed your ca t t l e? 
( p l ease check as many as app l y )  
G round _ U nprocessed 
P e l l e t ed _ O ther ( p l ease spec i fy :  ___ _ 
2 1 . I n  wh a t  fonn( s )  a re the protein s�l C111Cnts that you feed 
your ca t t l e  ( p l ease check one or both ) 
_ D ry _ L i qu i d 
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2 2 .  �ha t feed addi t i ves and growth pra.vtants do you genera l l y 
use , and i s  t he use cont i nJOUS  over the f eedi ng per i od or a t  
sel ec ted t i mes  on l y? ( p l ease chec k one bl ank f o r  each add i t i ve 
or promot ant ) 
Add i t i ve or promo tant 
Ant i b i ot i cs a t  sub­
therapeut i c  l eve l s  
Ant i b i ot i cs a t  
therapeut i c  l eve l s  
G rowt h i mp l ants ( e . g . , 
R a l gro,  Compudose , 
Synovex ) 
R llllen s t i 1TU l ants ( e . g . ,  
Rllllens i n, B ova t ec )  
Coc c i d i os i s  c on t r o l  
( e . g . , Deccox , Bova ­
t ec ,  Ampro l l i llll ) 
Other ( p l ease spec i fy :  
_________ ) 
U se c ont i n­
uous ly 
Use at se l ec t ed Not 
t i mes only used 
MARKET I NG PRACT I CES ( i n 1988) 
23 . By wh i ch means d i d  you sel l your s l aughter cat t le i n  1 988? 
( p l ease check as many as app l y) 
D i r ec t  to pac ke r  
L i vewe i gh t  
G rade and y i e l d 
O rder buyer at your f a rm 
L i vewe i gh t  
_ G r ade and yi e l d  
" I n  t h e  bee f "  " I n  the beef " 
26.  About what percentage of your s l aug h t er ca t t l e  i n  1 988 d i d  
you se l l  i n  t h e  f o l l ow i ng s t ates? 
S outh Dakota 
N ebraska 
I owa 
___ M i nnesota 
Other s t a t es ( p l ease spec i f y wh i ch 
s t a t es )  
1 00% 
2 7 .  Do you custaa feed ca t t l e? _ yes _ no . I f  yes , wh o 
makes the market i ng  dec i s i ons  on these custom f ed c at t l e? 
( p l ease check as many as app l y )  
You 
You and cat t l e  owner 
C at t l e  owner 
P r i va t e  consu l t ant 
_ Other ( p l ease s pec i f y :  ______________ _ 
2 8 .  P l ease chec k  your 2 or 3 most i mpor tant sources of pr i c i ng 
and other market i nforma t i on  on fed ca t t l e .  
R ad i o  
_ Newspapers 
T e l evi s i on 
E x t ens i on serv i c e 
P r i va t e  consu l t an t s  _ I ndependent ma rket agenc i es 
_ F arm. maga z i nes ( p l ease spec i f y :  
_ N ews l et te rs C p l  e a s e  s pec i fy : ___________ _ 
E l ec t roni c  conmun i c a t i on ( p l ease spec i fy :  
_ Other ( p l ease spec i fy :  ______________ _ 
OTHER MANAGEMENT PRACT I CES 
P ub l i c  s t oc kyards 29. P l ease p l ac e  a check be f o re each of t he prac t i ces t h a t  you 
D i rec t t o  consumer 
_ Other ( p l ease spec i fy :  _______ _ 
24 . On .,,.ose sca l es  i s  the sa l e  wei!tit of your s l aughter 
animals det e rmi ned? ( p l ease check one o r  both ) 
F eed l ot sca l es ( i f  so, wh at i s  the most callllOn penc i l  
sh r i nk? __ % )  
_ Buyers ' s ca l es 
25 . About what pe rc ent ages of your s l augh ter ca t t l e  i n  1 988 
were pr i ced us i ng the f o l l ow i ng addi t i onal t oo l s? ( pl ease show 
1 1 01 1  i f  none ) 
Cont rac t i ng f or fut ure de l i ve ry ( fo rward cont rac t s )  
F ut ur es market ( h edg i ng )  
__ Opt i ons market 
Other ( p l ease spec i fy :  _____________ _ 
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f o l  l ow :  
F eeds  a re t es t ed  for nut r i ent compos i t i on a t  l east once a 
yea r 
_ Have grain storage faci l i t i es  to take advan tage of pr i c e 
drops i n  pu rchased feed g ra i ns 
Feed records are kept f o r  s eparate pens of c a t t l e  
_ Cat t l e  wei !tits a r e  chec ked pe r i od i c a l l y  t o  t rac k 
performance 
Feed sca l es  are used t o  mon i t or and cont rol f eed i ng rates 
3 0 .  \llo foniulates your rat i ons  ? ( pl ease check as many as 
a pp l y )  
F eed l ot 
F eed CO/Tl)any 
E x t ens i on serv i ce 
P r i vate consu l t ant 
Other ( pl ease spec i fy :  ______________ _ 
3 1 . Do you use a mi c roc:�ter as a management t oo l ? _ yes 
no . I f  yes , f or what purposes ( s )  do you use t h e  m i c ro? 
( p l ease check as many as app l y) 
F orrn.i l a t e  rat i ons 
_ Keep feed r ec ords 
_ Keep med i c i ne/hea l t h reco rds 
_ Keep we i gh t  ga i n  records 
_ P ro j ec t  c at t l e  pe r f ormance 
_ D eterm i ne product i on cost s/prof i t ab i l i t y 
_ O ther ( p l ease spec i fy : ______________ _ 
3 2 .  Wha t types of outs i de  profess i ona l  services do you h i re i n  
connect i on w i t h  you r feed l o t? ( pl ease check a s  many a s  app l y) 
Vet er i na r i ans f o r  h ea l t h care 
Other consu l t an t s  for h ea l t h ca re 
Consu l t ants f or rat i on f o rmu l at i on 
Consu l t ants on ma rket i ng 
Consu l t ants for l eg a l /account i ng ma t t er s  
Consu l t ants f or t h e  ove ra l l  management of t h e  f eed l ot 
_ Other ( p l ease spec i fy : _____________ _ 
33 . Approx i ma t e l y  wha t  percentage of t h e  labor requ i red i n  
your feed l ot operat i on i s  provi ded by t h e  f o l l ow i ng s ou rces? 
1 00% 
F am i l y  l abo r  
H i red l abor 
FEEDLOT MANAGER 
34 . H ow much schoo l i ng have you c omp l et ed? ( p l ease chec k t h e  
h i ghes t l eve l a t t a i ned) 
_ E l ement ary School 
_ H i gh Schoo l 
Vo Tech Schoo l  
_ Un i vers i t y Bach e l ors deg r ee 
_ Beyond Bach e l ors deg ree 
35 . Under wha t  type of organ i zat i on  i s  your f eed l ot ope rated? 
( p l ease check one ) 
A s i ng l e- fami l y  propr i e torsh i p  
A pa r tnersh i p  
A f am i l y  he l d  c orpora t i on 
_ Ot h er ( p l ease spec i f y :  ______________ _ 
3 6 .  Approx i ma t e l y  what percent of your gross fa,.. i nccme over 
t he pas t f i ve yea rs h as t yp i c a l l y  been from the sa l e  of 
s laughter ca tt le? __ % 
37.  I n  1 988 ,  wh a t  were t h e  approx i ma t e  gross fana sa l es  f rom 
your f a rm opera t i on? ( p l ease chec k one )  
_ L ess t h an $ 1 00 , 000 
- $ 1 00 , 000 - $249 , 999 
- $250 , 00 0 - $499 , 999 
- $500 , 00 0 - $ 1 , 000 , 000 
More t h an $ 1 , 00 0 , 000 
38.  Wha t  are the sources of your borrowed opera t i ng a nd  l ong ­
t erm capi tal used i n  your feed l ot ?  ( f or each type of capi t a l ,  
p l ease check as many as a pp l y )  
Farm Cred i t Servi ces 
FmHA 
I n- s t a t e  corrmerc i a l  bank 
Out - o f - s t a t e  corrmerc i a l  bank 
I nsurance c ompany 
F eed supp l i er 
Pac kers 
P r i va t e  i nd i v i dua l s  
P r i va t e  l ender groups 
Opera t i ng 
capi t a l 
Other ( p l ease s pec i fy :  _______ _ 
L ong - term 
capi t a l 
39.  P l ease share any spec i f i c  suggest i ons  t h a t  you may h ave 
conce rn i ng extensi on  and research needs on ca t t l e  f eed i ng .  
40 . Thank you very nuch for t ak i ng the t i me  t o  cofll) l e t e  t h i s  
ques t i onna i re .  I f  you wou l d  l i ke t o  rec e i ve a c opy  o f  the 
resu l ts o f  t h i s  survey, p l ease chec k be l ow and a copy w i l l  be 
sent to you . 
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Annex 8 
Procedures for computing "head-day" and "feedlot" average percentages. 
Two types of averages for various feedlot characteristics and management practices were calculated: 
( 1) "head-day" averages, in which the unit of analysis was the estimated average number of cattle 
on feed in each feedlot during the four quarters of 1 988, and (2) "feedlot" averages, in which the 
unit of analysis was the individual feedlot. Procedures for calculating these two types of averages 
are illustrated with an example in which the average percentage of calves for two feedlot managers 
with assumed 80% and 60% calves (versus older cattle) , respectively, is calculated. 
Percent calves 
Design capacity (head) 
Percent utilization 
Jan-Mar 
Apr-June 
Jul-Sept 
Oct-Dec 
Feedlot A 
80 
50 
80 
80 
60 
100 
Feedlot B  
60 
1 ,000 
60 
60 
20 
100 
1 .  In computing the "head-day" average, the first step is to determine the average number of cattle 
on feed in each feedlot during the four quarte .. rs of 1988. For Feedlot A, the numbers of cattle 
during the respective quarters are 40, 40, 30, and 50, or an average of 40 for the year. For Feedlot 
B, the corresponding figures are 600, 600, 200, and 1 ,000, or an average of 600 for the year. Thus, 
the estimated total "average" (across quarters) number of cattle on feed in the two feedlots in 1 988 
is 640. 
The second step in computing the "head-day" average is to determine a "weighted average" 
percentage of calves for the two feedlots. To do this, the respective percentages of calves in the two 
feedlots (80% and 60% for A and B, respectively) are weighted by the estimated average number of 
cattle on feed in 1 988 in the respective feedlots (40 and 600 for A and B, respectively) . The 
weighted "head-day" average percentage of calves is: 
0.80 x 40 head + 0.60 x 600 head = 32 + 360 = 0.6 125 or 6 1 .3%. 
640 head in total 640 
The analogous "head-day" average calculated for the 145 responding feedlots can be interpreted to 
represent the percent of the total smveyed cattle in South Dakota that are calves. 
2. In computing the "feedlot" average, i. e. , in computing an average with the individual feedlot as 
the unit of analysis, the average percentage of calves fed by these two feedlots is simply the average 
of 80% and 60%, or 70%. 
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The analogous "feedlot" average for the 145 responding feedlots can be interpreted as the average 
percentage of cattle fed in the reporting feedlots that are calves. The "feedlot" average--with equal 
weight to each of the smveyed feedlots--provides a picture of the average relative importance of 
calves in the state's individual feedlots. The "head-day" average, on the other hand, provides a 
picture of the relative importance of calves in the state's feedlots collectively. 
The two averages are used in the report as follows. The state-level data reported in the text are 
"head-day" averages for all the cattle covered in the smvey. The average values for the various size­
of-feedlot categories (reported in the figures) , on the other hand, are "feedlot" averages. By using 
"feedlot" averages, in which the unit of analysis is the individual feedlot, we were able to employ 
statistical tests to determine whether the "feedlot" averages for the feedlots comprising each of the 
respective size-of-feedlot categories differed significantly from one another. If "head-day" data had 
been used in the size-of-feedlot analysis, the testing of the statistical significance of the values for 
particular variables among size-of-feedlot categories would have been precluded. 
